New York Times bestselling author of 


Dogs Never Lie About Love and The Pig Who Sang to the Moon 


Jeffrey Moussaieff 

Masson 



Assault 


on Truth 




Freud's 
Suppression 
of the 
Seduction 
Theory 


"A Watergate of 
the psyche." 

—The New York Times 
Book Review 


With a new afterword by the author 




























More praise for Jeffrey Moussaieff Masson 

and 

THE ASSAULT ON TRUTH 


“One need not follow Masson’s rabid acceptance of a tightly 
construed [seduction] theory to regret, with him, Freud’s emo¬ 
tional withdrawal from social criticism.... Jeffrey Masson has 
raised important historical questions.” 

—The Washington Post Book World 

“Newly revealed letters and long-secret documents offer further 
indications of Sigmund Freud’s anguish over his first major 
theory, new evidence of efforts to cover up that anguish, and 
provide new information about the life of the man himself.” 

—The New York Times Book Review 

“When the furor subsides, Masson’s book will take its rightful 
place in the annals of psychoanalytic critique; not the bomb 
that destroyed the whole building, but part of the wave that is 
eroding the basic foundation.” 

—Ms. 

“A solid expose that reads like a psychological detective 
thriller.... This brilliant, meticulously researched book probes 
what many see as the failure of psychoanalysis to confront the 
real world.” 


■Publishers Weekly 


Also by Jeffrey Moussaieff Masson 

The Pig Who Sang to the Moon: The Emotional Lives of Farm Animals 

The Nine Emotional Lives of Cats: A Journey into the Feline Heart 

Dogs Have the Strangest Friends, and Other True Stories of 
Animal Feelings (for children) 

The Emperor*s Embrace: The Evolution of Fatherhood 

Dogs Never Lie About Love: Reflections on the Emotional World of Dogs 

The Wild Child: The Unsolved Mystery of Kaspar Hauser 

When Elephants Weep: 

The Emotional Lives of Animals (with Susan McCarthy) 

My Father's Guru: 

A Journey Through Spirituality and Disillusion 
Final Analysis: The Making and Unmaking of a Psychoanalyst 
Against Therapy: 

Emotional Tyranny and the Myth of Psychological Healing 
A Dark Science: 

Women, Sexuality, and Psychiatry in the Nineteenth Century 

The Assault on Truth: Freud's Suppression of the Seduction Theory 

The Oceanic Feeling: The Origins of Religious Sentiment in Ancient India 

The Complete Letters of Sigmund Freud to 
Wilhelm Fliess 1887-1904 (editor) 

The Peacock's Egg: Love Poems 
from Ancient India (editor, translations by W. S. Merwin) 

The Dhvanyaloka of Anandavardhana with the Locana of 
Abhinavagupta (translator, with D. H. H. Ingalls and M. V. Patwardhan) 

Love's Enchanted World: The Avimaraka (with D.D. Kosambi) 

The Rasadhyaya of the Natyasastra 
(translator and editor, with M. V. Patwardhan; two volumes) 

Santarasa and Abhinvagupta's Philosophy of Aesthetics: 

The Emotional World of Farm Animals 


jEFFREr MOyJUIFFF MM 

THE 

ASSAULT 
ON TRUTH 

FREUD'S SUPPRESSION OF 
THE SEDUCTION THEORY 


Ballantine Books • New York 


For Leila 


A Ballantine Book 

Published by The Random House Publishing Group 
Copyright © 1984, 1985, 1992, 1998, 2003 by Jeffrey Moussaieff Masson 


All rights reserved under International and Pan-American Copyright Conventions. 
Published in the United States by The Random House Publishing Group, a 
division of Random House, Inc., New York, and simultaneously in Canada by 
Random House of Canada Limited, Toronto. 

This book is printed by arrangement with Pocket Books, a division of Simon & 
Schuster Inc., 1230 Avenue of the Americas, New York, N.Y 10020 

Ballantine and colophon are registered trademarks of Random House, Inc. 


www.ballantinebooks.com 

Cataloging-in-Publication Data is available from the Library of Congress on request. 

ISBN 0-345-45279-8 

Cover design by Beck Stvan 
Cover photograph courtesy of Corbis 

Manufactured in the United States of America 

First Ballantine Books edition: October 2003 


13579 10 8642 


CONTENTS 


Acknowledgments ix 

Introduction xiii 

1 **The Aetiology of Hysteria*' 3 

2 Freud at the Paris Morgue 14 

3 Freud, Fliess, and Emma Eckstein 55 

4 Freud's Renunciation of the Theory of 

Seduction 107 

5 The Strange Case of FerenczVs Last Paper 145 

Conclusion 189 

Afterword to the 1985 Edition 195 

Notes 201 

Appendix A: Freud and Emma Eckstein 241 

Appendix B: Freud’s 1896 

*The Aetiology of Hysteria " 259 

Appendix C: Ferenczi’s 1932 

“ Confusion of Tongues " 291 

Postscript to the 1985 Edition 305 

Postscript to the 1992 Edition 311 

Postscript to the Pocket Edition 319 

Afterword to the 2003 Edition 329 


Index 


347 







ILLUSTRATIONS 


Freud, ca. 1896 [from anna freud] 4 

Page from the Wiener klinische Wochenschrift 

reporting Freud's 1896 paper "The Aetiology of 
Hysteria^' [lane medical library archives, 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY] 7 

Krafft-Ebing [archives of the institut fOr 

OESCmCHTE DER MEDEZIN, VIENNA] 8 

First page of Ambroise Tardieu’s artichon violence against 
children [lane medical library archives, 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY] 16 

Ambroise Tardieu [lane medical library archives, 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY] 17 

Paul Brouardel [new YORK academy of medicine] 31 

Title pages of Freud’s personal copies of Paul Brouardel’s 
Les Attentats aux moeurs; Paul Bernardos Des 
Attentats k la pudeur sur les petites filles; and 
Ambroise Tardieu’s Etude mddico- 16 gale sur les 
attentats aux moeurs [Columbia university 

HEALTH SCIENCES LIBRARY] 39 

Alfred Fournier [lane medical library archivbs, 

STANFORD UNIVERSITY] 42 

Sigmund Freud and Wilhelm Fliess in the 1890s 

[SIGMUND FREUD COPYRIGHTS] 56 

vii 


Illustrations 


viii 

Emma Eckstein in 1893, before the operation [library 

OF congress] 58 

Marie Bonaparte's description of Freud’s letters to 
Fliess, February-March 1895 [sigmund freud 
archives] 63 

Josef Breuer [personal collection of one of his 

GRANEOAUGHTERS] 83 

Title page of Marie Bonaparte’s notebook in which she 
describes Freud’s letters to Fliess [sigmund freud 
ARCHIVES] III 

Last page of Freud’s letter to Fliess, December 22,1897, 
with the quotation from Goethe [library of 
congress] 118 

Leopold Ldwenfeld [collection of his grandson, 

HELMUT LORING] 120 

Wilhelm Fliess’s son, Robert Fliess, age six [author’s 

COLLECTION] I40 

Portrait of Ferenczi by Olga Dormandi, ca. 1926 

[COLLECTION OF JUDITH DUPONT] 1 46 

Portrait of Mrs. Elizabeth Severn by Olga Dormandi, 

ca. 1926 [COLLECTION OF JUDITH DUPONT] 162 

Ferenczi in Groddeck’s sanatorium in Baden-Baden 
at the end of his life [collection of judith 
DUPONT] 177 

Emma Eckstein in the last year of her life [library of 

congress] 254 


ACKNOPFLEDGMENTS 


B ecause of the controversial nature of this book, many of 
the people who helped me in various ways may well wish 
their names had been omitted here. I can only stress that 
no one mentioned is any way responsible for my views—they 
are mine and mine alone. 

Without the generosity of K. R. Eissler, Anna Freud, and 
Muriel Gardiner, this book would not have been possible. 
Through them I was given access to a vast storehouse of 
otherwise unavailable documents. Because the conclusions 
I reached on the basis of these documents were not such that 
they could share them with me, our original collaboration 
unfortunately came to an end. I remain deeply grateful, 
however, for their many acts of kindness. 

Many of the views expressed in this book are the result 
of long conversations wito my former wife, Terri Alter. She 
has a remarkable ability to see into the depths of things, and 
I profited enormously from her moral courage and intellec¬ 
tual brilliance. 

Marianne Loring has been associated for many years now 
with my forthcoming edition of Freud’s letters to Fliess. We 
read through every document together and translated them 
jointly. Her dedication to research and her personal friend¬ 
ship were an inspiration in the writing of this book. 

Robert Goldman read the entire manuscript in several 
versions and brought to bear his unusual gifts and incisive 
thinking and made many invaluable suggestions. Over the 


IX 


X 


Acknowledgments 


many years of our friendship, spanning Poona, Toronto, and 
Berkeley, we have had long and fruitful discussions that en¬ 
riched my intellectual life. 

Sally Sutherland read the final draft closely; I value her 
perspicacity. 

Gerhard Fichtner prepared a reliable transcript of the 
German text of the Freud/Fliess letters and also gave me 
the benefit of his wide knowledge of the history of medicine. 

Lottie Newman was responsible for the first draft of the 
translation of the Freud/Fliess letters and gave me excellent 
advice on further drafts. 

Mark Paterson of Sigmund Freud Copyrights has re¬ 
mained friendly through difficult times. 

Nancy Miller, at Farrar, Straus and Giroux, with tact and 
great understanding, has suggested innumerable improve¬ 
ments and her enthusiasm never flagged. The book would 
have been very different without her help, and I am deeply 
grateful.' 

Edith Schipper of the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Mu¬ 
nich graciously searched for obscure articles on my behalf. 
The staff of the Lane Medical Library at Stanford University, 
especially Mrs. B. Vadeboncoeur, were unfailingly courteous. 
The staff of the Biblioth^ue de la Morgue de Paris devoted 
an entire day to assisting me. Jill Duncan of the library at 
the London Institute of Psycho-Analysis was very helpful, as 
were the staff at the Health Sciences Library at Columbia 
University, where part of Freud’s library is housed. For 
several years I borrowed many of Freud’s books from the 
house in Maresfield Gardens, thanks to the generosity of 
Anna Freud. Hilde Lorentz was a superb and efficient typist. 

I have received various grants for research on the forth¬ 
coming edition of the Freud/Fliess letters. Since the present 
book is a direct result of this research, I gratefully acknowl¬ 
edge the financial assistance I received from the New Land 


! 


Acknowledgments 


XI 


Foundation, the National Endowment for the Humanities, 
the National Institutes of Health (National Library of Medi¬ 
cine), and the Fund for Psychoanalytic Research of the 
American Psychoanalytic Association. 

Finally, for the joy they gave me while I was writing this 
book, I want to thank Karima and Denise, and most of all 
my daughter, Simone. 

Jeffrey Moussaieff Masson 

Berkeley, California 
Mays, 1983 







INTRODUCTION 


I N 1970, I became interested in the origins of psycho¬ 
analysis and in Freud’s relationship with Wilhelm Fliess, 
the ear, nose, and throat physician who was his closest friend 
during the years Freud was formulating his new theories. 

For some time I had been corresponding with Anna Freud 
about the possibility of preparing a complete edition of 
Freud’s letters to Fliess, an abridged version of which had 
been published in 1950 in German and in 1954 in English 
as The Origins of Psychoanalysis (New York; Basic Books). 
This edition had been edited by Anna Freud, Ernst Kris, and 
Marie Bonaparte. In 1980 ,1 met with Dr. K. R. Eissler, the 
head of the Freud Archives and Anna Freud’s trusted adviser 
and friend, and with Anna Freud in London, and Miss Freud 
agreed to a new edition of the Freud/Fliess letters. As a 
result, I was given access to this sealed correspondence (the 
originals are in the Library of Congress), which constitutes 
our most important source of information concerning the 
beginnings of psychoanalysis. 

In addition to including all the letters and passages which 
previously had been omitted (which amounted to more than 
half the text), I thought it necessary to annotate the book 
fully. I would thus need access to other relevant material. 
Anna Freud offered her complete cooperation, and I was 
given the freedom of Maresfield Gardens, where Freud spent 
the last year of his life. 

Freud’s magnificent personal library was there, and many 
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of the volumes, especially from the early years, were anno¬ 
tated by Freud. In Freud’s desk I discovered a notebook 
kept by Marie Bonaparte after she purchased Freud’s letters 
to Fliess in 1936, in which she comments on Freud’s reac¬ 
tions to these letters, which he had written years before. I 
also found a series of letters concerned with Sdndor Ferenczi, 
who was in later years Freud’s closest analytic friend and col¬ 
league, and with the last paper Ferenczi delivered to the 
12th International Psycho-Analytic Congress in Wiesbaden. 
This paper dealt with the sexual seduction of children, a topic 
that had engrossed Freud during the years of his friendship 
with Fliess. 

In a large black cupboard outside Anna Freud’s bedroom, 
I found many original letters to and from Freud written dur¬ 
ing this same period, letters that were previously unknown— 
a letter from Riess to Freud, letters from Charcot to Freud, 
letters from Freud to Josef Breuer, to his sister-in-law Minna 
Bemays, to his wife Martha, and to former patients. 

A short time later. Dr. Eissler asked me if I would be 
willing to succeed him as director of the Freud Archives. I 
agreed and was appointed provisional Projects Director. The 
Archives had purchased Freud’s house in Maresfield Gardens, 
and I was to convert the house into a museum and research 
center. Anna Freud gave me access to the restricted material 
she had already donated to the Library of Congress, to en¬ 
able me to prepare a catalogue of all the Freud material at 
the Library (most of it from the Archives), which came to 
nearly 75,000 documents. The Library agreed to supply 
copies of these documents to the projected museum. I also 
became one of the four directors of Sigmund Freud Copy¬ 
rights, which allowed me to negotiate with Harvard Univer¬ 
sity Press for the publication of Freud’s letters in scholarly, 
annotated, complete editions. 

As I was reading through the correspondence and pre- 
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paring the annotations for the first volume of the series, the 
Freud/Fliess letters, I began to notice what appeared to be 
a pattern in the omissions made by Anna Freud in the orig¬ 
inal, abridged edition. In the letters written after September 
1897 (when Freud was supposed to have given up his 
“seduction” theory), all the case histories dealing with sexual 
seduction of children were excised. Moreover, every mention 
of Emma Eckstein, an early patient of Freud and Hiess who 
seemed connected in some way with the seduction theory, 
was deleted. I was particularly struck by a section of a letter 
written in December 1897 that brought to light two previ¬ 
ously unknown facts: Emma Eckstein was herself seeing 
patients in analysis (presumably under Freud’s supervision); 
and Freud was inclined to lend credence, once again, to the 
seduction theory. 

I asked Anna Freud why she had deleted this section from 
the December 1897 letter. She said she no longer knew why. 
When I showed her an unpublished letter from Freud to 
Emma Eckstein, she said that she could well understand my 
interest in the subject, as Emma Eckstein had indeed been 
an important part of the early history of psychoanalysis, but 
the letter should nevertheless not be published. In subsequent 
Conversations, Miss Freud indicated that, since her father 
eventually abandoned the seduction theory, she felt it would 
only prove confusing to readers to be exposed to his early 
hesitations and doubts. I, on the other hand, felt that these 
passages not only were of great historical importance, they 
might well represent the truth. Nobody, it s^med to me, 
had the right to decide for others, by altering the record, 
what was truth and what was error. Moreover, whatever 
Freud’s ultimate decision, it was evident that he was haunted 
by this theory all his life. 

I showed Miss Freud the 1932 correspondence I found in 
Freud’s desk concerning his close friend Sdndor Ferenczi’s 
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last paper, which dealt with this very topic. Clearly, I thought, 
it was her father’s continued preoccupation with the seduc¬ 
tion theory that explained his otherwise mysterious turning 
away from Ferenczi. Miss Freud, who was very fond of 
Ferenczi, found these letters painful reading and asked me 
not to publish them. But the theory, I insisted, was not one 
that Freud had dismissed lightly as an early and insignificant 
error, as we had been led to believe, 

Anna Freud urged me to direct my interests elsewhere. In 
conversations with other analysts close to the Freud family, 
I was given to understand that I had stumbled upon some¬ 
thing that was better left alone. Perhaps, if the seduction 
theory had really been only a detour along the road to truth, 
as so many psychoanalysts believe, it would have been pos¬ 
sible for me to turn my attention to other matters. But the 
seduction hypothesis, in my opinion, was the very corner¬ 
stone of psychoanalysis. In 1895 and 1896 Freud, in listen¬ 
ing to his women patients, learned that something dreadful 
and violent lay in their past. The psychiatrists who had 
heard these stories before Freud had accused their patients 
of being hysterical liars and had dismissed their memories 
as fantasy. Freud was the first psychiatrist who believed 
his patients were telling the truth. These women were sick, 
not because they came from “tainted” families, but because 
something terrible and secret had been done to them as 
children. 

Freud announced his discovery in a paper which he gave 
in April 1896 to the Society for Psychiatry and Neurology 
in Vienna, his first major public address to his peers. The 
paper—Freud’s most brilliant, in my opinion—met with 
total silence. Afterwards, he was urged never to publish it, 
lest his reputation be damaged beyond repair. The silence 
around him deepened, as did his loneliness. But he defied 
his colleagues and published “The Aetiology of Hysteria,” 
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an act of great courage. Eventually, however, for reasons 
which I will attempt to elucidate in this book, Freud decided 
that he had made a mistake in believing his women patients. 
This, Freud later claimed, marked the beginning of psycho¬ 
analysis as a science, a therapy, and a profession. 

It had never seemed right to me, even as a student, that 
Freud would not believe his patients. I did not agree that 
the seduction scenes represented as memories were only fan¬ 
tasies, or memories of fantasies. But I had not thought to 
doubt Freud’s historical account (often repeated in his writ¬ 
ings) of his motives for changing his mind. Yet, when I read 
the Fliess letters without the omissions (of which Freud, by 
the way, would undoubtedly have approved), they told a 
very different, agonizing story. Moreover, wherever I turned, 
even in Freud’s later writing, I encountered cases in which 
seduction or abuse of children played a role. 

Muriel Gardiner, a psychoanalyst and a friend of both 
Anna Freud and Kurt Eissler, supported my work both 
financially and by giving me every possible encouragement. 
She asked me to go through the unpublished material she 
had in her home concerning the Wolf-Man, one of Freud’s 
most famous later patients, who had been financially sup¬ 
ported by Dr. Gardiner and Dr. Eissler. There I found some 
notes by Ruth Mack Brunswick for a paper she never pub¬ 
lished. At Freud’s request, she had re-analyzed the Wolf-Man 
and was astonished to learn that as a child he had been anally 
seduced by a member of his family—and that Freud did not 
know this. She never told him. Why? Did Freud not know 
because he did not want to know? And did Ruth Mack 
Brunswick not tell him because she sensed this? 

In my search for further data, I tried to learn more about 
Freud’s trip to Paris in 1885-1886. I visited the library of 
his early teacher, Charcot, in the Salpetrifere, and that led 
me to the Paris morgue, for I knew that Freud had attended 
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autopsies performed there by a friend and collaborator of 
Charcot’s, Paul Brouardel. Hints dropped by Freud indicated 
that he had seen something at the morgue “of which medical 
science preferred to take no notice.” At the morgue, I learned 
that a whole literature of legal medicine existed in French 
devoted to the topic of child abuse (especially rape), and 
Freud had this material in his personal library, though he 
did not refer to it in his writings. I discovered, moreover, 
that some of the autopsies attended by Freud may have been 
autopsies done on children who had been raped and mur¬ 
dered. 

I found myself in a strange position. When I became a 
psychoanalyst, I believed that Freud had fearlessly pursued 
truth, that he wanted to help his patients face their personal 
histories, and the wrongs inflicted on them, no matter how 
unpleasant. My analytic training taught me early on that 
these ideals were not shared by the profession at large. But 
I did not think they had altogether vanished from the science; 
surely there were still people who uncompromisingly sought 
out truth. That is why, I argued to myself, I had been en¬ 
couraged in my research; no restrictions had been placed 
on it. 

The information I was uncovering, I felt, was vital to an 
understanding of how psychoanalysis had developed, and I re¬ 
ported the results of my research to those responsible for it 
in the first place, Anna Freud, Dr. Eissler, and Dr. Gardiner. 
I thought that although they might not agree with my inter¬ 
pretations, they would not discount the significance of my 
discoveries. 

My disappointment with psychoanalysis as I knew it was 
well known, and in fact it was shared by many of my col¬ 
leagues. In this connection, one meeting with Anna Freud 
seems to me important enough to merit recounting. Gen¬ 
erally, my relations with Miss Freud were formal, confined 
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to discussions of research matters. One afternoon, however, 
we both began to talk more personally. I told her how dis¬ 
illusioned I was with my training in Toronto, and said that 
I had not found much improvement in San Francisco and I 
doubted it would be different anywhere else. I asked her 
whether, if her father were alive today, he would want to be 
part of the psychoanalytic movement, or even would want 
to be an andyst. “No,” she replied, “he would not.” Anna 
Freud, then, understood my criticism of psychoanalysis as 
it is practiced today, and seemed to support me in this criti¬ 
cism. However, when my research carried me further back, 
to Freud himself, this support ceased. 

Indeed, what I was finding pointed back to Freud’s early 
period, 1897—1903, as the time when fundamental changes 
set in that would, in my opinion, undermine psychoanalysis. 
With the greatest reluctance, I gradually came to see Freud’s 
abandonment of the seduction hypothesis as a failure of 
courage. If I was wrong in my view, surely I would meet 
with intelligent rebuttal and serious criticisms of my interpre¬ 
tation of the documents. Wherever it lay, the truth had to be 
faced, and the documents I found had to be brought out 
into the open. 

At the invitation of Anna Freud, I presented a preliminary 
account of my findings to a meeting of psychoanalysts at the 
Hampstead Clinic in London in 1981. The participants had 
been invited by Anna Freud to a conference on “Insight in 
Psychoanalysis,” and many of the leading analysts from 
around the world were present. The negative response to my 
paper alerted me to the political overtones of my research, 
to the possibility that it would have an adverse effect on the 
profession. But I dismissed such considerations as not worthy 
of attention by a serious researcher. 

In June 1981 I was asked to make a more detailed presen¬ 
tation of the documents and their implications before a closed 
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order. Therapists could thus remain on the side of the suc¬ 
cessful and the powerful, rather than of the miserable victims 
of family violence. To question the basis of that accommoda¬ 
tion was seen as something more than a historical investiga¬ 
tion; it threatened to call into question the very fabric of 
psychotherapy. 

When a series of articles in The New York Times in 
August 1981 reported on my findings, the resulting wave of 
protest culminated in a demand for my removal from the 
Archives. I was dismissed, to the evident relief of the analytic 
community; the reason offered was that I had shown “poor 
judgment” in expressing opinions before a non-professional 
audience. 

Here, then, is the story of Freud’s abandonment of the 
seduction theory, including the documents and my interpre¬ 
tations. My pessimistic conclusions may possibly be wrong. 
The documents may in fact allow a very different reading. 
However they are evaluated, I believe that anybody who 
reads them will come away with a new understanding of 
psychoanalysis. 


It might be helpful if the reader, before proceeding, would 
at this point turn to Freud’s 1896 essay “The Aetiology of 
Hysteria,” which will be discussed often in the pages that 
follow. It is reproduced in Appendix B. 
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“The Aetiology of Hysteria 


I had shown them the solution 
to a more than thousand-year- 
old problem—a caput Nili. 

—SIGMUND FREUD, 1896 


O N the evening of April 21, 1896, Sigmund Freud gave 
a paper before his colleagues at the Society for Psy¬ 
chiatry and Neurology in Vienna, entitled “The Aetiology 
of Hysteria.”^ (The paper has been included below as Ap¬ 
pendix B.) Freud realized that in giving this paper he would 
become “one of those who had disturbed the sleep of the 
world.”^ The address presented a revolutionary theory of 
mental illness. Its title refers to Freud’s new theory that the 
origin of neurosis lay in early sexual traumas which Freud 
calls “infantile sexual scenes” or “sexual intercourse in child¬ 
hood.” This is what later came to be called the “seduction 
theory”—namely, the belief that these early experiences were 
real, not fantasies, and had a damaging and lasting effect on 
the later lives of the children who suffered them. 

Freud uses various words to describe these “infantile sexual 
scenes”: Vergewaltigung (rape), Missbrauch (abuse), Ver- 
fuhrung (seduction), Angriff (attack). Attentat (the French 
term, meaning an assault). Aggression (aggression), and 
Traumen (traumas). All of these words explicitly state some¬ 
thing about the violence being directed against the child 
expressed in the sexuality of the adult, with the exception 
of the word “seduction,” which was an unfortunate choice. 
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since it implies some form of participation by the child. 
These terms, used by Freud in his early papers, are replaced 
in his later writings, in the overwhelming majority of cases, 
by the word “seduction.” In Freud’s later theories and in 
psychoanalytic theory after Freud, this ambiguity inherent 
in the word is exploited. The implication is that the “seduced” 
child is also the seducer and has brought on the sexual act 
by his or her behavior. However, in this early paper, there 
is no doubt as to what Freud meant by a sexual seduction: 
a real sexual act forced on a young child who in no way 
desires it or encourages it. A seduction, in this context, is an 
act of cruelty and violence which wounds the child in every 
aspect of her (or his, though Freud makes it clear that usu¬ 
ally it is a young girl who is the victim) being. Her body is 
not ready for the adult act of intercourse (which is often 
an actual rape with life-threatening consequences), nor are 
the child’s emotions prepared either for the immediate im¬ 
pact of the sexual passion of the adult or for the later 
inevitable feelings of guilt, anxiety, and fear. The adult is 
venting.his own sexual and emotional unhappiness on a child 
too frightened to protest, too weak to defend herself, and too 
dependent on the continuing care of the adult for her very 
survival to seek any form of redress. The imbalance in the 
relationship and the sadistic willingness of the adult to ex¬ 
ploit his power over the child are made explicit by Freud in 
these searing words, which have lost none of their truth 
today: 

All the strange conditions under which the incongruous pair 
continue their love relations—on the one hand the adult, who 
cannot escape his share in the mutual dependence necessarily 
entailed by a sexual relationship, and who is at the same time 
armed with complete authority and the right to punish, and 
can exchange the one role for the other to the uninhibited 
satisfaction of his whims, and on the other hand the child. 
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who in his helplessness is at the mercy of this arbitrary use 
of power, who is prematurely aroused to every kind of sensi¬ 
bility and exposed to every sort of disappointment, and whose 
exercise of the sexual performances assigned to him is often 
interrupted by his imperfect control of his natural needs— 
all these grotesque and yet tragic disparities distinctly mark 
the later development of the individual and of his neurosis, 
with countless permanent effects which deserve to be traced in 
the greatest detail.® 

One wonders how the medical journals reported Freud’s 
lecture, and whether they were in any way aware of the theo¬ 
retical impact of the address. Since I had found no reference 
in the psychoanalytic literature to any mention of the paper 
by the medical community, when I was in Vienna I went 
through the medical journals in an attempt to find out what 
the response had been. I was startled to discover something 
that had gone unnoticed: in the Wiener klinische Wochen- 
schrift, published weekly in Vienna, on May 14, 1896, three 
papers were reported from the April 21 meeting (p. 420). 
Two of the papers were reported in the usual maimer. 
(Generally—in fact, invariably—^the practice was to give 
the title of a paper, a brief summary of its contents, and an 
account of the ensuing discussion.) But in the citation of the 
last paper, there was a break with tradition. The report 
read as follows: 

Docent Sigm. Freud: Vber die Aetiologie der Hysterie. (Sig¬ 
mund Freud, lecturer: On the Aetiology of Hysteria.) 

There was, I found, no summary and no discussion. 

Nor did any member of the audience leave for posterity 
an account of what was heard that night. But five days later, 
on April 26, Freud wrote a letter to his closest friend which 
speaks of the events of that evening. This letter, to the Berlin 
ear, nose, and throat specialist Wilhelm Fliess (1858-1928), 
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3. Docent Sigm. Freud: Ueber die Aetiologie der 
Hysteric. 
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was omitted from the published edition of Freud’s letters to 
Fliess. Max Schur, however, included it in his book Freud: 
Living and Dying. From this letter we learn that Baron 
Richard von Krafft-Ebing (1840-1902), the distinguished 
professor and head of the Department of Psychiatry at the 
University of Vienna, was in the chair that evening. Freud 
reports: 

A lecture on the aetiology of hysteria at the Psychiatric So¬ 
ciety met with an icy reception from the asses, and from 
Krafft-Ebing the strange comment: It sounds like a scientific 
fairy tale. [Fj klingt wie ein wissenschajtliches Marchen.] And 
this after one has demonstrated to them a solution to a more 
than thousand-year-old problem, a “source of the Nile”!^ 

But Schur did not include Freud’s final sentence, in which 
he expresses open contempt for his colleagues: “They can all 
go to hell.” (Sie konnen mich alle gem haben.) Freud evi¬ 
dently felt that his discoveries were important enough for 
him to risk the displeasure of his colleagues. The prospect of 
being ostracized by medical society was negligible in the face 
of his knowledge that he had discovered an important truth. 

Freud’s female patients had the courage to face what had 
happened to them in childhood—often this included violent 
scenes of rape by a father—and to communicate their traumas 
to Freud, no doubt hesitating to believe their own memories 
and reluctant to remember the deep shame and hurt they had 
felt. Freud listened and understood and gave them permis¬ 
sion to remember and speak of these terrible events. Freud 
did not think they were fantasies: 

Doubts about the genuineness of the infantile sexual scenes 
can, however, be deprived of their force here and now by 
more than one argument. In the first place, the behavior of 
patients while they are reproducing these infantile experi¬ 
ences is in every respect incompatible with the assumption 
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that the scenes are anything else than a reality which is being 
felt with distress and reproduced with the greatest reluctance.® 

Nor are these memories mere intellectual insights, the 
product of quiet reflection. Freud’s patients recalled their 
traumas “with all the feelings that belonged to the original 
experiences,” that is, the permission to remember seemed 
also a permission to feel, and the feelings apparently absent 
from the original assault were now experienced; the anger, 
the disgust, the sense of helplessness and betrayal, all these 
powerful emotions surfaced. Freud must have felt like an 
explorer who has chanced upon a long-submerged world. 

Freud knew how reluctant his colleagues were to think 
about truths of this nature, having encountered a similar 
reluctance in himself and his teachers: 

. . . the singling out of the sexual factor in the aetiology of 
hysteria springs at least from no preconceived opinion on my 
part. The two investigators as whose pupil I began my studies 
of hysteria, Charcot and Breuer, were far from having any such 
presupposition; in fact they had a personal disinclination to 
it . . .« 

Freud was admitting here that he too had to overcome resis¬ 
tances before accepting the unpalatable truth. So he was not 
unprepared for the reaction of his colleagues. However, we 
did not know the full extent of Freud’s isolation, because 
Freud’s words to Fliess of May 4, less than two weeks after 
he gave the paper, were omitted from the published edition 
of the Freud/lRiess letters: 

I am as isolated as you could wish me to be: the word has 
been given out to abandon me, and a void is forming around 
me. 

It must have come as no great surprise to Freud, then, 
when ten days later he opened the Wiener klinische Wochen- 
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schrift —a journal he suspected of anti-Semitic leanings'^—to 
see that his paper was listed by title alone, without summary 
or discussion, without even the remark that it would be pub¬ 
lished. On May 30 , Freud wrote to Fliess: “In defiance of 
my colleagues I have written down in full my lecture on the 
aetiology of hysteria.” 

He published it a few weeks later.® We are fortunate that 
he did, for in a few years Freud would wish he had not been 
so hasty. The early traumas his patients had had the courage 
to face and report to him he was to later dismiss as the fanta¬ 
sies of hysterical women who invented stories and told lies. 
He was to view his own courage in reporting these findings 
as rash: 

I believed these stories, and consequently supposed that I had 
discovered the roots of the subsequent neurosis in these ex¬ 
periences of sexual seduction in childhood. ... If the reader 
feels inclined to shake his head at my credulity, I cannot alto¬ 
gether blame him.® 

Freud was to retract his views on the etiology of hysteria, 
the belief that external, real sexual traumas lay at the very 
heart of neurosis. His patients, he now felt, had been lying 
to themselves and to him: 

... I was at last obliged to recognize that these scenes of se¬ 
duction had never taken place, and that they were only fan¬ 
tasies which my patients had made up.^® 

These patients, primarily women, were laboring under a 
common fantasy, one that, moreover, dominated their entire 
lives: 

Since childhood masturbation is such a general occurrence 
and is at the same time so poorly remembered, it must have 
an equivalent in psychic life. And, in fact, it is found in the 
fantasy encountered in most female patients—namely, that 
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the father seduced her in childhood. This is the later rework¬ 
ing which is designed to cover up the recollection of infantile 
sexual activity and represents an excuse and an extenuation 
thereof. The grain of truth contained in this fantasy lies in 
the fact that the father, by way of his innocent caresses in 
earliest childhood, has actually awakened the little girl’s sex¬ 
uality (the same thing applies to the little boy and his mother). 
It is these same affectionate fathers that are the ones who then 
endeavor to break the child of the habit of masturbation, of 
which they themselves had by that time become the unwitting 
cause. And thus the motifs mingle in the most successful 
fashion to form this fantasy, which often dominates a woman’s 
entire life (seduction fantasy): one part truth, one part grati¬ 
fication of love, and one part revenge.^* 

Giving up his “erroneous” view allowed Freud to participate 
again in a medical society that had earlier ostracized him. 
In 1905 Freud publicly retracted the seduction theory. By 
1908, respected physicians had joined Freud: Paul Fedem, 
Isidor Sadger. Sandor Ferenczi, Max Eitingon, Karl Jung, 
Ludwig Binswanger, Karl Abraham, Abraham Brill, and 
Ernest Jones. The psychoanalytic movement was bom but 
an important truth had been left behind. 

What had happened? Why did Freud abandon the “seduc¬ 
tion theory”? \^at caused this momentous about-face that 
would affect the lives of countless patients in psychotherapy 
from 1900 to the present? Psychoanalysts have not been 
overly curious about the reasons for Freud’s change of heart, 
even though they, along with Freud, are convinced that, 
without the abandonment of this theory, the development 
of psychoanalysis would not have been possible. The 
standard explanation that clinical experiences taught Freud 
that he had made a mistake is not a very satisfying one. The 
purpose of this book is to make public evidence hitherto 
unknown, ignored, or discounted that would point to a more 
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illuminating explanation for the single most important step 
Freud took, one that helped shape the world we live in. 

It seemed to me that one reason we could not satisfactorily 
explain the abandonment of the seduction theory was that 
we had no explanation either from Freud himself or from 
later historians of how Freud came to develop the theory in 
the first place. We did not know what experiences played the 
key role. Until we understood these questions, we had an 
account of the origins of psychoanalysis, but no real history. 
To find the real history, it seemed to me necessary first of all 
to reexamine Freud’s stay in Paris, for he had hinted, in 
later years,^^ that the time he spent in Paris was critical to 
the development of psychoanalysis. 


Freud at the Paris Morgue 


AMBROISE TARDIEU AND THE 
LITERATURE ON RAPE AND OTHER 
VIOLENT ACTS AGAINST CHILDREN 


I N 1885, when Freud was twenty-nine years old and just 
finishing his medical studies, he made a study trip to 
Paris, to work under the great Jean Martin Charcot (1825- 
1893), France’s most illustrious neurologist, defender of 
hypnosis, and physician of hysteria, at the celebrated Salpe- 
tri^re hospital. Ernest Jones, in his authorized three-volume 
biography of Freud (i, p. 227), writes of this period: 

Charcot was then at the zenith of his fame. No one, before 
or since, has so dominated the world of neurology, and to 
have been a pupil of his was a permanent passport to dis¬ 
tinction. 

It is well known that Freud admired Charcot—Freud’s obit¬ 
uary of him speaks of the magic that seemed to radiate from 
his person.^ 

It is not surprising, then, that a number of studies have 
been devoted to Freud’s relationship with Charcot, and to 
the influence Charcot may have had on Freud’s later think¬ 
ing. Little that is new has come from these studies. There is 
not much in Charcot’s writings that could illuminate the 
origins of psychoanalysis. Freud, however, hints that the 
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seeds of his new science were sown in Paris, though so far 
the evidence for this has remained elusive. 

I believe that I was able to fill in the lacunae of these years 
with two startling discoveries: Freud was exposed to a litera¬ 
ture attesting to the reality and indeed the frequency of sexual 
abuse in early childhood (often occurring within the family); 
furthermore, in all probability, he witnessed autopsies at the 
Paris morgue performed on the young victims of such abuse. 
This was unsuspected by historians of psychoanalysis and 
consequently any new evaluation of Freud’s stay in Paris 
must take into account an entirely new body of literature, 
the importance of which has not been previously recognized. 

This literature deals with both physical and sexual abuse 
of children. The French authors were the first to write on 
these subjects, and though they were unable to draw any 
psychological conclusions from the material at their disposal, 
they did not hesitate to recognize its reality. 

In i860, an article was published in the distinguished 
Annales d’hygiene publique et de medecine legale which 
catalogued in horrifying detail the brutal abuses suffered by 
children at the hands of their caretakers, often their own 
parents. The title of the article was “Etude medico-legale sur 
les sevices et mauvais traitements exerces sur des enfants” 
(A Medico-legal Study of Cruelty and Brutal Treatment In¬ 
flicted on Children).^ The author, Ambroise Auguste Tardieu 
(1818-1879), was professor of legal medicine at the Uni¬ 
versity of Paris, dean of the Faculty of Medicine, and presi¬ 
dent of the Academy of Medicine in Paris, “the most eminent 
representative of French legal medicine.’’^ What Tardieu 
discovered, and what he had the courage to describe for the 
first time, in the precise terms of the legal physician working 
under the directions of a court of law, was the full range of 
abuses that adults, most often parents, inflict on young and 
helpless children. The article deals with thirty-two cases that 
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SEVICES ET MAUVAIS TRAITEMENTS 

EXERCKS SUR DES ENFANTS, 

Par le D' Ambroise TARSIZU, 

Professeur agreg^ de medecine legale a la Faculte de medecine. 


Parrai les fails si nombreux el de nature si diverse dont se 
compose I’hisloire medico-legale des coups et blessures, il en 
est qui forment uii groupe tout a fait a part, et qui, laisses 
jusqu’ici dans I’ombre la plus complete, meritenta plus d’un 
litre d’etre mis en luraiere. Je veux parler de ces fails quali¬ 
fies sevices et mauvais traitements, et dont les enfants sont 
plus parliculierement victimes de la part de leurs parents, de 
leurs maitres, de ceux en un mot qui exercent sur eux une 
autorite plus ou moins directe. 

S’ils nous ofifrent un sujet d elude interessant et neuf au 
point de vue de la medecine legale, en raison de Page et 
de la constitution des blesses, de la diversite des agents 
vulnerants, de la nature tr^s variable des lesions, et de 
leurs consequences toujours graves, sou vent lerribles, nous 
sommes assure que les exemples nombreux recueillis par 
nous et cites dans ce travail, eveilleroiit en m^ine temps 
de trisles et profondes reflexions sur les causes morales de 
pareils crimes. La severite inflexible d’un maitre, la durete 
d’un patron avide, I’aversion d’une marftlre, peuvent expli- 
quer des chittiments corporels m6me excessifs infliges a de 
jeunes enfants; mais que d^s I’&ge le plus tendre de pauvres 
4tres sans defense soient voues chaque jour et presque k 
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Tardieu was commissioned by the court to examine from a 
medico-legal point of view. 

The cases reveal some important facts that had not been 
previously acknowledged:^ the perpetrators of these crimes 
are, more often than not (in twenty-one cases), the parents 
of the child; the children are often very young; the cruelty 
inflicted on them can result in death. What Tardieu does not 
tell us, but what a careful reading of the article allows us 
to infer, is that he was often charged with performing autop¬ 
sies at the Paris morgue on children who had died as a result 
of “accidents,” and that only his astute observations per¬ 
mitted a correct diagnosis of the cause of death. Tardieu 
begins his article fully aware of the importance of what he 
is bringing to light: 

Among the numerous and very diverse facts which make up 
the medico-legal history of blows and wounds, there is one 
that forms a group completely separate from the rest. These* 
facts, which until now have remained in total obscurity, de¬ 
serve, for more than one reason, to be brought to the light 
of day. I am speaking of the facts of cruelty and brutal treat¬ 
ment of which children are particularly the victims and which 
derive from their parents, their teachers, from those, in a 
word, who exercise more or less direct authority over them. 

Tardieu says that he can understand the inflexibility of a 
teacher, or the hardness of a greedy employer, or even the 
aversion of a cruel stepmother, 

but that, from the most tender age, those defenseless unfor¬ 
tunate children should have to experience, every day and even 
every hour, the most severe cruelty, be subjected to the most 
dire privations, that their lives, hardly begun, should be noth¬ 
ing but a long agony, that severe corporal punishments, tor¬ 
tures before which even our imagination recoils in horror, 
should consume their bodies and extinguish the first rays of 
reason, shorten their lives, and, finally, the most unbelievable 
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thing of all, that the executioners of these children should 
more often than not be the very people who gave them life— 
this is one of the most terrifying problems that can trouble 
the heart of man (pp. 361-362). 

Tardieu was aware that society at large, and medical practi¬ 
tioners in particular, preferred to deny the reality of what he 
observed. Participating in this denial, strangely enough, was 
the victim. But the denial was not total—somewhere these 
children kept their knowledge of the horrible crimes that 
had been committed on their bodies sealed off from the world. 
Tardieu noticed that this recognition of what had been done 
to them was sometimes apparent in the eyes of these children: 

Their features reveal the deepest sadness; they are timid and 
apprehensive, often they look dazed and the expression in 
their eyes is lifeless. But sometimes, often in fact, it is very 
different: they have a precocious intelligence which only re¬ 
veals itself in a dark fire in their eyes (p. 365). 

Tardieu goes on to say that these same children will alter 
their expression when they perceive acts of kindness and 
tenderness to which they have become unaccustomed (p. 
365). He notes (p. 370) that the vicious parents who torture 
their children in this way do not hesitate to claim that in so 
doing they are merely exercising their parental rights, that 
the child deserves such treatment because of his “bad dispo¬ 
sition,” and they are only teaching the child to behave. Tar¬ 
dieu recognized the absurdity of such statements. 

A summary of one of Tardieu’s cases will provide the 
reader with a more concrete idea of the material. It is the 
most elaborate case in the article, with thirteen pages devoted 
to it (pp. 377-389), and the only one involving sexual abuse. 
For Tardieu, physical abuse is the larger category; he re¬ 
gards sexual abuse as a kind of physical abuse, as is evident 
from his inclusion of this case history in the article. 
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The criminal court at Reims, on December 3, 1859, heard 
the case of Adelina Defert, seventeen years old. Dr. Nidart, 
a physician in Sainte-Menehould, was commissioned by the 
court to examine this girl. She lived in the house of her 
maternal grandfather until she was eight. Upon her return 
to the home of her mother and father a life of torture began. 
What Dr. Nidart discovered, to his evident puzzlement, was 
that Adelina would “invent stories” of what had happened 
to her, in order to cover up the crimes of her parents against 
her own person, “imagining” falls and accidents, rather than 
allow others to know the horrible truth of what had been 
done to her. As we shall see, her parents had kept her literally 
hermetically sealed off from the real world outside, and in 
a pathetic, heartbreaking gesture of tenderness toward her 
own tormentors, she wished to protect them, too, from the 
world. Dr. Nidart, none too eager himself to uncover the 
truth, was nevertheless forced by the court to pay a visit to 
the Deferts’ home. There he found the world of Adelina: a 
small wooden chest. Dr. Nidart provides exact measure¬ 
ments: it was I meter 86 centimeters long, 48 centimeters 
high, and 70 centimeters wide. It was fastened shut by a 
heavy chain and lock. There was a small hole in the chest 
barely large enough to let in sufficient air to sustain life. The 
box was lined with straw mixed with thistles and nettles. 
The straw had never been changed and was teeming with 
insects. Rags, soaked with pus, served as blankets. An in¬ 
dentation in the straw betrayed the contours of an under¬ 
sized human body. It gradually dawned on the good doctor 
that a human being had been sleeping in this coffin. Only 
later did he learn that most of her day was spent in the coffin 
as well. 

Dr. Nidart wrote the first of two reports on July 22, 1859. 
He discovered that Adelina Defert had been tied to a wooden 
bench, that after beating her with a strap, her father took 
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red-hot charcoals and rolled them along her back and legs, 
rekindling them in a fire of live coals as they cooled. Her 
neck had already been burned in this way. She was then put 
to bed in her coffin. The next evening she was taken out, 
again tied to the bench, and again whipped with a strap. 
Her mother came into the room with a sponge dipped in 
nitric acid tied to the end of a stick, and washed the wounds 
of the night before with this hellish medicine. The neighbors 
could hear the girl screaming for hours. She “admitted” that 
her father then made “cynical advances” of a “vulgar” kind, 
and had tried to engage her in conversations that referred to 
“knowledge of a whole order of ideas that should have been 
kept carefully secret from her.” He had even tried to touch 
her—but here her confessions ceased, and she could not be 
persuaded to say anything further (p. 379). One evening 
her parents had her lie on a table and tied one leg to the 
table and the other to a door handle, thus lifting her legs 
and spreading them apart. Her father, aided by her mother, 
then forcibly inserted a block of wood from an elder tree 
into her body. The piece of wood was found and “the physi¬ 
cian was able to observe the strange disorders to which this 
barbarous act had led.” Nidart is a physician of his time: 
he inserts his finger into her vagina, and reports: “Medically, 
Adelina has been deflowered, but it is possible that this tear¬ 
ing of the hymen is the result of manual and personal mastur¬ 
bation” (p. 383). 

In his second report, on July 29, Dr. Nidart gives a de¬ 
tailed account of the scars and wounds on Adelina: 

Her lower back, buttocks, and thighs presented one immense 
wound, secreting daily at least one liter of pus; for one must 
not forget the dimensions of this frightening wound: 44 cen¬ 
timeters by 24 centimeters. During this time Adelina lay on 
her stomach, not able to make the slightest movement . . . 
without experiencing the most agonizing pain. She was not 


22 


THE ASSAULT ON TRUTH 


able to urinate or defecate without experiencing indescribable 
torture. ... A similar wound in the hands of an experienced 
surgeon would require a minimum of 40 days of treatment 
in bed with absolute immobility. . .. The pain suffered by this 
unfortunate child surpasses the most atrocious punishment 
the mind is capable of imagining (p. 388). 

This article was not referred to in the later literature, but 
Tardieu decided to reproduce it in his book on wounds 
published nineteen years later, in 1879, the year of his death. 
The chapter is identical with the article except for one pas¬ 
sage. Tardieu laments the fact that in the intervening years 
his article had not awakened the indignation and interest he 
had expected: 

This study, undertaken eighteen years ago, is the first to have 
been attempted on this subject, about which writers in the 
field of legal medicine have subsequently remained completely 
silent (p. 70). 

The singular importance of this work has been ignored® 
for more than 120 years. No trace of any influence it may 
have had has survived in any direct form (it was never 
quoted in the subsequent literature on infanticide,® for ex¬ 
ample, which became a popular theme in European medico¬ 
legal literature of the late nineteenth century). The work 
which brought Tardieu temporary fame, his Etude midico- 
legale sur les attentats aux moeurs’’ (A Medico-legal Study 
of Assaults on Decency), first published in 1857,® has never 
been quoted in the psychoanalytic or psychiatric literature. 
It was the first such book written in Europe. 

In this book, and in its six later editions (the last appeared 
in 1878), Tardieu drew attention to the frequency of sexual 
assaults on children, especially young girls. The statistics he 
provides are chilling: on p. 62 of the last edition, Tardieu 
gives the figures for 1858-1869 in France. In all, there were 
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11,576 cases of people accused of rape or attempted rape 
during this time. Of these, 9,125 were accused of rape or 
attempted rape of children. Tardieu points out that almost all 
the victims are girls. By children he means those under the 
age of sixteen, though in the vast majority of cases he de¬ 
scribes, the victims are between the ages of four and twelve. 
The book, in effect, is about sexual abuse of children. 

On p. 8 of the fifth edition (1867), Tardieu explains that 
the histories that follow are based on the analysis of 616 
cases which he personally examined as medical expert. Later 
(p. 14), he states that of these 616 cases, 339 were of rape 
or attempted rape of children under the age of eleven. On pp. 
158 and 159, Tardieu presents cases of rape committed by 
fathers on their daughters, and on p. 170, a case of rape of 
a seven-year-old girl which resulted in her death. Whether 
Tardieu himself recognized a link between his earlier work 
on the physical abuse of children and this later work on the 
sexual abuse of children is not known. But it was evident to 
Tardieu that a sexual assault on a young child, like a physical 
assault, was a violent act which could and did result in death. 

In his preface, Tardieu explains that he is breaking with 
tradition in not reverting to the obscuring blanket of Latin. 
He says plainly (in the 1878 edition, p. 62) that fathers often 
abused their daughters: 

What is even sadder is to see that ties of blood, far from con¬ 
stituting a barrier to these impardonable allurements, serve 
only too frequently to favor them. Fathers abuse their daugh¬ 
ters, brothers abuse their sisters. These facts have been coming 
to my attention in increasing numbers. I can count twelve 
more cases since the last but one edition of this book. 

By and large, Tardieu is convinced that those accused— 
the number of accused is always smaller than the actual 
number of those guilty of such crimes—actually did what 
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their accusers said they did. He has a chapter entitled “Simu¬ 
lation” (pp. 131 If.), for many authorities were convinced 
that children pretended to have been abused or harmed. (It 
is of interest that nobody thought that these tales of rape and 
seduction were fantasies, but rather conscious attempts to 
extort money or gain some material advantage from the 
accused.) Tardieu believed that the vast majority of the cases 
he investigated could not have been simulated. He gives 
simple reasons: There were anatomical changes that could 
not be imagined—anal fissures and other physical evidence 
of violent attacks on the sexual parts of young girls. He 
points out that the children who accused their fathers did so 
very reluctantly, and with great fear. They provided details 
which were decisive, and furthermore, in almost every case 
they suffered the physiological effects of the act, often with 
fatal results. Some of the case histories he gives (in particular, 
on pp. 144-145; 148-149, and 150-151 of the last edition) 
are of girls as young as four and five who were both anally 
and vaginally raped. In one case (p. 145) he notes the 
following: 

From the information provided by the child in the midst of 
hesitations and tears, it turns out that the accused engaged in 
violent attempts on her, that, notably, on the tenth of January 
he lured her into his room, and after throwing her on his bed, 
he lay on top of her. He then introduced a piece of very hard 
wood between her buttocks, and remained in this position 
for about a quarter of an hour. Finally she felt something wet 
on her sexual parts. She added that she suffered and the pain 
caused her to scream. 

What the book does not do, nor does any other book in 
this tradition or of this time, is mention the psychological 
effects on the children.® 

On the basis of Tardieu’s book (which, unlike the more 
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passionately written article, was not ignored), an entire liter¬ 
ature sprang up and a tradition was established, quite con¬ 
sciously based on this pioneering work. Alexandre Lacassagne 
(1834-1924), who held the chair of legal medicine at the 
University of Lyon, founded the Archives d’anthropologie 
criminelle et des sciences penales and encouraged his students 
to write on the topic of sexual assaults on children. His valu¬ 
able collection of 12,000 works, which was given to the 
Biblioth^que de la Ville de Lyon, contains many works in 
this area.^® In the very first issue of his journal, in 1886, he 
published an article, “Attentats ^ la pudeur sur les petites 
filles” (Sexual Assaults on Young Girls),“ in which he noted 
that in the criminal courts often one third of the cases in¬ 
volved this crime (p. 59) and that “more than two thirds of 
the cases related to assaults on virtue have to do with sexual 
assaults on young girls” (p. 60). He stresses the fact, which 
the courts ignored, that “sexual assaults, even when repeated 
over a long period of time, and frequently engaged in, are 
capable of leaving absolutely no trace” (p. 67)—in other 
words, that the fact that a child shows no physical sign of 
having been sexually abused does not mean that the child was 
not so abused in actuality. 

The same issue contains an article by R. Garraud, who 
was professor of criminal law at the Faculty of Law in Lyon, 
and Paul Bernard: “Des Attentats a la pudeur et des viols 
sur les enfants. Legislation-statistique” (Sexual Assault and 
Rape Committed on Children: Legislation and Statistics).^* 
In the same year, 1886, Paul Bernard (1828-1886) pub¬ 
lished Des Attentats d la pudeur sur les petites filles (Sexual 
Assaults on Young Girls).^® According to the tables pub¬ 
lished at the end of this book, between 1827 and 1870 in 
France there were 36,176 reported cases of “rape and as¬ 
saults on the morality” of children fifteen years and under 
(the corresponding number reported for adults is much lower: 


26 


THE ASSAULT ON TRUTH 


9.653). Some of Bernard’s observations are worthy of note: 
on p. 49 he remarks that children are vulnerable to these 
sexual attacks as early as the age of four. When they occur, 
“parents would rather remain silent.” 

One might have thought that rape was exclusively the 
province of single men. But Bernard is surprised to discover 
that 

the influence of the family does not make itself felt to any 
significant degree, and it would seem that, on the contrary, 
children living at home constitute rather a stimulus to evil 
acts. In our observations, we have been struck by the large 
number of cases of incest that figure in them (p. 65). 

What Bernard finds “most astonishing” is that 

the number of individuals with a higher education who have 
been charged with sexual assaults on children has been in¬ 
creasing regularly up to I880, when it reaches its maximum 

(p. 68). 

The most important aspect of the book, for our purposes, 
is the faith its author places in the truthfulness of the children, 
no doubt following the example of his teacher Lacassagne. 
For he quotes Lacassagne (p. 108) as saying: “The experi¬ 
ences we have undergone confirm this manner of seeing things 
and prove the truth of the assertions of the child.” An exam¬ 
ple of a case where one might have disbelieved the child is 
given on p. 114. A man was accused, in 1884, of having 
attempted rape on two girls. One of the girls was nine, the 
other eleven. Both of them claimed that he had something 
colored (one said it was bright blue, the other bright red) 
on his penis. Lacassagne was instructed by the court to ex¬ 
amine the accused. Sure enough, the thirty-three-year-old 
man had “a tattoo drawn on the back of his penis represent¬ 
ing a homed devil whose cheeks and lips were colored red” 
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(p. 113). Lacassagne restricts himself to recounting only the 
physiological facts, and concludes: “If there was an assault 
on the children such as they tell it, it has left no trace” (p. 
116). 

But Bernard (p. 138) is less cautious and more logical 
when he points out that the fact that the children remem¬ 
bered the peculiar nature of his penis was enough to establish 
the identity of the guilty party who had lured the girls to him 
by saying that he intended to show them the devil. And then 
Bernard, departing somewhat from his teacher, quotes Tar- 
dieu and says: 

The medical examiner should never forget the sound advice 
of Tardieu. In cases where the examination is inconclusive, 
the physician should not be satisfied with pointing out nega¬ 
tive signs when it is possible that the act took place without 
leaving traces; to be completely truthful it is necessary to 
indicate at least the possibility of the act [having taken place] 
even in the absence of positive signs (p. 139).^^ 

Bernard reaches the following conclusions: 

Sexual acts committed against children are very frequent, 
especially in highly populated areas and industrial centers. 
Those charged with this sort of crime are most often men of 
mature age or elderly men, and one can say that the age of 
the aggressor is almost always in inverse proportion to that 
of his victim. 

Education does not seem to be an inhibiting factor in the 
commission of this criminal act (p. 141). 


FREUD, CHARCOT, AND PAUL BROUARDEL 

Freud was in Paris from October 3, 1885, until February 28, 
1886. He had gone there to study under Charcot, but seemed 
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unaware that Charcot had written directly about sexuality. 
Alerted by E. Gle/s article'^ cited by Freud in Three Essays 
on the Theory of Sexuality, I found that, in collaboration 
with Valentin Magnan (1835—1916), a well-known French 
psychiatrist, Charcot had wTitten an article in 1882 entitled 
“Inversion du sens genital et autres perversions sexuelles” 
rrhe Inversion of the Genital Sense and Other Sexual Per¬ 
versions).^' In the second part of that article (p. 300), the 
authors make a plea for taking into account madness as a 
factor in sexual assaults: 

Phj'sicians interested in legal problems who have had to oc¬ 
cupy themselves with sexual assaults, and before whose eyes 
essentially vicious individuals have appeared, have seemed, 
until now, little disposed to attribute to mental illness the share 
it deserves in these matters. 

They then cite Tardieu’s book on attentats aux moeurs, 
which, they say, “barely touches on the question of mad¬ 
ness.” The people accused of sexual assaults are usually what 
they call fous lucides (lucid lunatics), whose “appetites and 
instincts dominate their will and push them to the irresistible 
satisfaction of their morbid nee^” (p. 301). Charcot and 
Magnan wished to establish that people with perverted sexual 
appetites are capable of intellectud achievements but are 
what Magnan calls elsewhere degeneres superieurs. The cases 
they presented are of psychological interest (e.g., pp. 307- 
314), though they are not given for that reason. 

One case reported in the article (p. 321) is that of a 
twenty’-nine-year-old woman who lives under a continual 
irresistible urge to sleep with her nephew, who is three years 
old. She has constant fantasies of seeing him naked in front 
of her, and of his lying on top of her, his small penis on her 
vagina. These fantasies are so intense that they often reach 
the point of an actual hallucination, and she must then anx- 
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iously ask her neighbors whether they saw her so engaged. 
When the family meets for dinner, she sees to it that the boy 
is seated as far from her as possible, but nonetheless the very 
sight of him is enough to produce “spasmes et secretions 
vaginales.” This same case was reported by Magnan in a 
number of his other publications as well.^® Thus, for Charcot 
and Magnan (no doubt under the influence of Tardieu), 
sexual impulses (which often led to sexual acts) on the part 
of adults toward children were real. 

On January 13, 1885, Magnan gave a widely reported 
lecture at the Academie de Medecine,^® entitled “Des Ano¬ 
malies, des aberrations et des perversions sexuelles” (On 
Sexual Anomalies, Aberrations, and Perversions). In this 
article (p. 65) Magnan mentions that Charcot and he visited 
a patient together, and it is therefore clear that Charcot was 
aware of cases involving sexual perversions, although he 
does not betray any interest in the etiological significance of 
sexuality in his better-known articles on hysteria. It is pos¬ 
sible that Freud heard Charcot lecture on some of these cases. 

Magnan seems to be unique in having reported a case of 
reverse child molestation. In an 1893 publication entitled 
Legons cliniques sur les maladies mentales (2nd ed.; Paris: 
Bureaux du Progres Medical, p. 187), he gives the case of 
the twelve-year-old Georgette, who would not, at first glance, 
appear to be degeneree but whose mauvais instincts reached 
an extent that Magnan had not previously observed. She 
began masturbating at the age of five, after “a young man 
apparently abused her, and she affirms that since that time 
she has been experiencing an irresistible need to feel the 
same sensations again.” At eleven 

her moral perversity reached its heights: she drank urine, 
and masturbated with cutlets, which she then ate. Finally 
she turned her lewdness toward her own mother. She often 
asked her to sleep with her, with the sole purpose of touching 
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her genitals. One day, taking advantage of the fact that her 
mother did not feel well and was lying down, she touched 
her genitals, masturbating at the same time. She had chosen a 
moment when her mother was in a semi-faint. She proposed, 
one day, to run her tongue along her mother’s genitals. 

To Magnan’s evident satisfaction, she was placed in an 
asylum for the mentally insane. 

Freud probably knew of these cases, for Mdbius, whom 
Freud much admired, had translated Magnan’s works into 
German, fascinated as he was with Magnan’s concept of de¬ 
generacy. Freud had the six volumes of this translation in his 
personal library.*® The article in collaboration with Charcot 
is included (2, pp. 33 ff.). Furthermore, this work contains 
other cases of a similar nature in an article, again in collabo¬ 
ration with Charcot, entitled “Onomatomanie”—the urge to 
say obscene words (4, pp. 3-32) 

Whether or not Freud knew this work from his Paris days 
is impossible to say, but it is worth observing that Charcot 
was a man of greater experience than had been realized in 
matters that were to absorb the interest of Freud in later 
years. 

One of Charcot’s assistants at the Salpetrifere was Georges 
GiUes de la Tourette, three of whose books Freud had in his 
personal library.*^ In an address entitled “Le Viol dans 
I’hypnotisme et les 6tats analogues” (Rape during Hypnotism 
and Similar States),** given in Paris on August 2, 1886, he 
reports (p. 392) on a “remarkable account, as yet unpub¬ 
lished, by Brouardel,” a case of rape that could not fail to 
arouse Freud’s interest since it took place during a hypnotic 
trance, often the subject of Charcot’s lectures at the Sal- 
petri^re. 

Paul Camille Hippolyte Brouardel** (1837-1906), known 
as the “Pontifex Maximus”** of French medicine, was Am- 
broise Tardieu’s successor to the chair of legal medicine in 
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Paris. In 1876-1877, he was Tardieu’s assistant. With 
Tardieu’s death in 1879, he occupied the chair and imme¬ 
diately instituted a change in policy: medical students were ' 
allowed to come to the Paris morgue three times a week; thus, 
the autopsies became public. “All the bodies of victims of 
crimes are brought to the morgue . . . every year the morgue 
receives about one thousand corpses. Three hundred of these 
are subjected to autopsy by judicial decree.”^ r 

Freud knew Brouardel and attended these autopsies. In J 
his “Report on My Studies in Paris and Berlin Carried Out 
with the Assistance of a Travelling Bursary Granted from the 
University Jubilee Fund, October, 1885—^End of March, 

1886”28 (1886), Freud writes: 

I abandoned my occasional attempts at attending other lec¬ 
tures after I had become convinced that all they had to offer 
were for the most part well-constructed rhetorical perfor- ; 
mances. The only exceptions were Professor Brouardel’s foren¬ 
sic autopsies and lectures at the morgue, which I rarely missed. 

In a published letter from Freud to his wife, Martha, written 
on January 20, 1886, Freud tells of meeting Brouardel in 
Charcot’s home: 

I also received permission to attend Professor Brouardel’s 
course in the morgue, where I have been today. The lecture 
was fascinating, the subject matter not very suitable for deli¬ 
cate nerves. It is described as the latest murder in every Paris 
newspaper.^^ 

After reading Freud’s preface*® to Captain John Gregory 
Bourke’s Scatologic Rites of All Nations, it became clear to 
me that Freud witnessed something more important than an 
ordinary murder in his subsequent visits to the morgue. Freud 
begins his preface with these curious words: 

While I was living in Paris in 1885 as a pupil of Charcot, 
what chiefly attracted me, apart from the great man’s own 
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lectures, were the demonstrations and addresses given by 
Brouardel. He used to show us from post-mortem material 
at the morgue how much there was which deserved to be 
known by doctors but of which science preferred to take no 
notice [emphasis added]. 

This is a puzzling passage. What was it that Brouardel was 
able to show his audience but “of which science preferred to 
take no notice”? 

A well-known anecdote which appears in Freud’s 1914 
essay “On the History of the Psycho-Analytic Movement” 
links Brouardel, Charcot, and the role of sexuality in mental 
illness.*® It is this topic, no doubt, that Freud is referring to. 
In fact, Brouardel wrote a book on the rape of children. The 
book was published posthumously (but included lectures 
given before and possibly during the time Freud was in 
Paris) with the by now familiar title Les Attentats aux 
moeurs, the last of his series Cours de midecine ligale de la 
Faculti de Midecine de Paris.^^ What emerges is the un¬ 
suspected close collaboration between Charcot and Brouardel 
on the study of the rape of small children by adults. Brouardel 
writes (p. i): 

May I be permitted, in this respect, to remind [my audience] 
that Charcot and I have attempted, many times, not to remain 
satisfied with this somewhat unilateral examination, and to 
extend our investigations to include not only the victim but 
the accused as well. 

(The exact nature of their collaboration is not known, nor, 
as far as I am aware, did Charcot indicate in his writings 
that he was interested in the topic of sexual abuse of children, 
beyond the quotations cited above from the articles he wrote 
with Magnan.®^) 

Brouardel is most concerned, not with the victim, but with 
the rapist, as he confesses several times in this book. He says 
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of convicted rapists that they are often "excellents pires de 
famille" (excellent family men) (p. 3). Yet, like Tardieu 
and Toulmouche, in whose tradition he follows, he describes 
what he saw. Thus, he writes: “Sexual assaults are crimes 
of the home” (p. 8). In spite of his reluctance to acknowledge 
a father’s guilt in such a crime, he writes that, within his 
personal practice, out of 232 cases, the father was guilty in 
19, the father-in-law in 4, and the uncle in 6. Brouardel’s 
definition of attentat a la pudeur (assault on virtue) is quite 
simple: “rape without penetration” (p. 22). He recognizes 
that it is a crime directed against females in particular and 
cites with approval the words of his student Thoinot:®^ “The 
characteristic sexual assault is the sexual assault on a young 
girl” (p. 26). 

Most of the case histories in Brouardel’s book date from 
1880-1885. Some of the cases involved father/daughter 
incest. For example, on p. 183 Brouardel mentions a case 
of rape by a father of his twelve-year-old daughter whom he 
examined in 1882. Many of the children were very young. 
On p. 171 he mentions having examined a seven-year-old 
rape victim in 1885, the year that Freud was in Paris. 
Moreover, it was clear to Brouardel that many of the cases 
involved violence and sadism. He writes, for example (p. 
90): “I know three or four cases where the nipples were 
bitten off”; and mentions as well that “wounding of the 
genitals is not a rare occurrence” (p. 129). Finally, he cites 
(p. 93) murder victims who had been raped. But is there any 
reason to believe that Brouardel may have had occasion, 
during a class that Freud might have attended, to perform 
an autopsy on a sexually brutalized child? 

Unfortunately, at the present morgue in Paris, near the 
Gare d’Austerlitz, records of autopsies from the nineteenth 
century have not been kept. However, the library there con- 
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tains an obscure thesis (which is printed, but not listed in 
the National Union Catalogue) by Antonin Delcasse entitled 
Etude medico-ligale sur les sivices de Venfance (A Medico¬ 
legal Study of Cruelty toward Children) (Paris; Librairie 
Ollier-Henry, 1885).®® In the introduction to that work ap¬ 
pears the following passage: 

In the remarkable conferences he gives each week at the 
morgue, Professor Brouardel, who has been able in a few 
years to acquire, as a physician interested in legal matters, 
an authority and a celebrity which are as great as those of his 
predecessor. Professor Ambroise Tardieu, has often called 
our attention to the fact of cruelty and brutal treatment, of 
which children in particular are the victims of their parents, 
their teachers, in short, of those who exercise over them a 
more or less direct authority. 

Thus, in 1885, just before Freud arrived in Paris, Brouardel 
was “often” drawing the attention of his audience at the 
autopsies to the abuse of children by their parents and 
teachers. 

Delcasse provides many examples drawn from Brouardel’s 
presentations at the morgue. Brouardel once presented the 
case of a four-and-a-half-year-old girl evidently beaten to 
death (p. 46). He pointed out that “most of the blows were 
administered by a relentless hand, hitting blindly, without 
aim. Two contusions give witness to even greater violence.” 
Delcasse also cites Brouardel on a seven-year-old girl burned 
and tortured by her mother (p. 41). 

Thus, at the Paris morgue Brouardel presented cases of 
young children murdered by a parent. Since, as we know 
from Brouardel’s writings, he was interested in sexual assaults 
{attentats aux moeurs —^by now a traditional interest of 
occupants of the chair of legal medicine, as evidenced by the 
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writings of his predecessor, Ambroise Tardieu, on the same 
topic)—and since it is now common knowledge that sexual 
violence (rape) often ends in physical violence (murder), 
it is likely that among the cases Brouardel demonstrated at 
the morgue were rape/murders of small children by a parent 
or close relative. In any event, the two topics, violent physical 
acts against children by a parent and violent sexual acts 
against children by a parent, were subjects that both Brou¬ 
ardel and Tardieu wrote about. We know that Freud attended 
Brouardel’s classes at the Paris morgue and saw things “of 
which science preferred to take no notice.” If Brouardel was 
presenting a case of a brutally murdered child, it would be 
only natural for him to link that case with cases of brutal 
sexual assaults on children, which he had also investigated. 
Freud, then, in all likelihood, heard Brouardel speak about 
cases of violent sexual assaults on children and may have 
witnessed the evidence of such assaults directly. Even if 
Brouardel saw no similarity between the two types of crimes, 
when Freud came to evaluate the psychological significance 
of such acts in 1895 and 1896, it is inevitable that he would 
think back to the experiences of his Paris days, both his 
reading and what he witnessed at the morgue. The very word 
that Freud uses in his 1896 paper on the etiology of hysteria, 
Vergewaltigung (rape), speaks for the violence (Gewalt) 
that is part of the act. And when Freud speaks, in that same 
paper, of the punishment that a seducer often metes out to 
the child he seduces, he makes it clear that he is aware of 
the physical abuse that often accompanies sexual abuse of a 
child. 
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Freud’s library— Attentats aux moeurs: 

TARDIEU, BERNARD, BROUARDEL 

Tardieu, Bernard, and Brouardel were the authors of the 
major works in this field, but there is another reason why 
they have been the main focus of this chapter. 

In 1938, before leaving for England, Freud went through 
his library with the help of his daughter Anna, and selected 
those books which he did not wish to take with him.®* Freud 
gave these books to Paul Sonnenfeld, who had a bookstore 
near Freud’s home. Sonnenfeld sold the books to Heinrich 
Hinterberger (1892—1970), who owned a large secondhand 
bookstore. Hinterberger made a catalogue of the books, 
“Books and Pamphlets on Neurology, Psychiatry, and Allied 
Branches of Science,” and offered them for sale in 1938. 
This 26-page catalogue contains a list of 814 books, 54 of 
which had Freud’s name written in them; others had his 
stamp. The collection was sold to the New York State Psy¬ 
chiatric Institute in 1939, and is now housed in the Augustus 
Long Rare Books Library of Columbia University College 
of Physicians and Surgeons.®® K. R. Eissler, who was in con¬ 
tact with Hinterberger, drew up a list of those books (some 
65 volumes) which possibly did not belong to Freud. We 
can be reasonably certain that the remaining volumes had 
been his. Among those volumes are the following three titles, 
which are reproduced here from the catalogue; they appear 
under the heading “Sexual Life, normal and abnormal, Sex¬ 
ual Pathology, etc.” 

648 Brouardel, P., Les Attentats aux Moeurs. Pref. de Thoinot. 

Paris 1909. In.-8. VII, 231 pp. Br. 2.-(Marks) 
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646 Bernard, Paul. Des Attentats ct la Pudeur sur les petites 
Filles. Paris 1886. In.-8. 145 (i) pp., 2 planches. Br. 2.- 

702 Tardieu, Ambroise. Etude mddico-ligale sur les Attentats 
aux Moeurs. 7. ^d. Accomp. de 3 planches gravies. Paris 1878. 
In.-8 VI. 296 pp. Br. 2.- 

In other words, Freud had had all three books, the major 
French works dealing with sexual violence against children, 
in his personal library. When he departed for England, he 
left them behind, and it would seem that he had eradicated 
all traces of their content from his mind as well. 

None of the three volumes is annotated by Freud. But 
given the central importance in Freud’s thinking of the 
themes dealt with in all three books, it is unlikely that Freud 
left them unread. Many of the volumes I saw in Freud’s 
library in Maresfield Gardens, even those which he cites 
frequently in his papers, are not marked. It is possible that 
Freud read the Bernard and the Tardieu in a library while 
he was in Paris and only purchased them later. All three 
volumes have been rebound, so it is difficult to judge from 
their appearance whether they were extensively used. Freud 
does not cite any of these books anywhere in his writings. 
Why he would not have referred to Bernard and Tardieu in 
his publications of 1896, when these authors could have 
offered support for his new and unpopular theories, is a 
puzzle upon which we can only speculate. Possibly Freud 
did not wish to concede priority to the French authors, 
knowing that he was the first to discover the psychological 
relevance of the material so carefully collected and presented 
by them. (Brouardel’s book, though published in 1909, 
represents his thinking at the time Freud was in Paris— 
1885-1886—as an examination of Brouardel’s articles from 
this period makes clear. Freud purchased the book in 1909 
or later, no doubt because of his regard for Brouardel and 
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40 


THE ASSAULT ON TRUTH 


possibly as a reminder of the lectures by Brouardel that he 
had attended.) 

In any case, this new information indicates that Freud’s 
visit to Paris may have been of greater historical significance 
than he himself either realized or chose to reveal. We can 
reach the unexpected conclusion that, in all likelihood, Paris 
provided Freud with experiences and evidence on which he 
built his thesis, in 1896, that real sexual traumas in child¬ 
hood lay at the very heart of neurotic illness. 

There is another body of literature originating in France, 
however, whose importance has been overlooked, which may 
have exercised considerable influence on Freud’s later deci¬ 
sion to abandon this thesis—though, again, Freud does not 
refer to this literature in his writings. 


CHILDREN WHO LIE: FOURNIER 
AND THE FANTASY OF VIOLENCE 

The French authors who wrote about childhood rape were 
medical specialists called in by the courts to determine the 
nature of the criminal acts being prosecuted. For them, these 
acts were all too real. But early on there developed a current 
within the literature which, in the long run, exercised an 
enduring influence, and in my opinion a sinister one. This 
is the literature that concerns itself with simulations and the 
supposed lies of children. There existed a whole series of 
authors interested in the pseudologica phantastica of chil¬ 
dren. Toulmouche and Tardieu, the original writers on 
attentats, at first devoted brief chapters in their works to this 
topic. They warn that, in the very nature of things, there are 
bound to be a small number of simulations arising out of 
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greed or motives of revenge. Neither author attributed any 
particular significance to this, and certainly did not accord 
the topic any undue theoretical importance. But some thirty 
years later, matters had changed, and two articles within this 
tradition were to take root in all later thinking. 

The first is by Alfred Fournier (1832-1914), given as an 
address to a well-attended meeting of the Academy of Medi¬ 
cine in 1880, elegantly delivered and often cited (for ex¬ 
ample, Bernard’s book on attentats begins with the opening 
words of this address),®® entitled “Simulation d’attentats 
v6neriens sur de jeunes enfants” (Simulation of Sexual At¬ 
tacks on Young Children). Fournier, a senior medical figure 
in Paris academic life, is out to unmask the pretenses of the 
child. 

A child of eight came to Fournier’s office “literally bathed 
in yellow pus oozing from her vagina.” Something in her 
account of how she was molested by a man awakened 
Fournier’s suspicions and he decided to win her confidence 
by means of money, candy, sweet words, and finally “a doll 
whose eyes moved” which “decided my triumph.” She told 
Fournier, with great difficulty, and with much fear and hesi¬ 
tation, that “it was not a man who touched her, but that her 
mother, three times, brushed her sexual parts with a waxing 
brush, forbidding her to tell anyone about it, and threatening 
to do it more if she told” (p. 502). 

Fournier was pleased that the case against the man was 
dropped; “simulation” had been demonstrated. As far as 
Fournier was concerned, science had been served and the 
case was closed. And the mother? Fournier told her what her 
daughter had revealed to him. But there the story ends. 
Fournier has no further interest, nothing to communicate to 
science. I confess to being haunted by that doll with the 
mobile eyes. What additional misery was in store for the 
child and her doll at the hands of that mother? Neither 
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Fournier nor any of his colleagues were concerned with the 
effects of sexual abuse on the child. Fournier is, however, 
concerned with the welfare of accused men: 

An excellent and perfectly honorable man, father of a family, 
justly honored and absolutely incapable (I will gladly act as a 
guarantor) of any ignominious action, allowed himself to be 
caught up in a trap of this kind (p. 510). 

The man had been accused of trying to rape a young girl. 
The girl and her family were poor and from the lower classes, 
hence, in Fournier’s eyes, greedy. Moreover, they were of 
diplorables anticidents. The man was upper-class and rich, 
therefore trustworthy. Fournier tells us so explicitly: “All 
circumstances, both moral and material, argued in his favor.” 
To Fournier’s chagrin, the man agreed to pay the money 
demanded rather than be tried in court. Fournier is con¬ 
vinced he would have been proven innocent, but the man 
himself evidently had some doubts. 

Tardieu had written that he doubted that vaginal discharge 
could be spontaneous, and that in his experience it was gen¬ 
erally externally caused, that is, the result of a sexual assault. 
Fournier disagrees: 

For my part I have come across, in my practice, large num¬ 
bers of vaginal inflammations which appeared in young chil¬ 
dren in an absolutely spontaneous manner, apart from any 
criminal violence, apart from any possibility of a sexual as¬ 
sault. For example, they appear in little girls who had not 
escaped the vigilant eye of their mothers for a single instant 

(p. 514). 

But Fournier himself provided the case of an eight-year-old 
girl who also had never been away from the “vigilant eye” 
of her mother. This did not prevent her from becoming the 
victim of a vicious sexual attack, though it came from her 
own mother. But Fournier, even after himself presenting the 
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case (and after reading Tardieu, who also cites such cases), 
is incapable of believing that such assaults by a mother 
constitute sexual abuse. 

In the same address, Fournier quotes his friend Paul 
Brouardel, the dean of the Faculty of Medicine: 

Girls accuse their fathers of imaginary assaults on them or 
on other children in order to obtain their freedom to give them¬ 
selves over to debauchery (p. 512). 

Brouardel is the author of the other important article in this 
tradition. On June 11,1883, he gave an address to the Societ6 
de Medecine Legale de France, subsequently published in 
the Annales (3rd ser., 10, pp. 60-71, 148-179), entitled 
“Les Causes d’erreur dans les expertises relatives aux attentats 
a la pudeur” (The Causes of Error in Expert Opinions with 
Respect to Sexual Assaults), dealing with the sexual abuse 
of children. The existence of this article, written af this time, 
shows that Brouardel was interested in this topic during the 
period that Freud was in Paris and not just in the last years 
of his life. The first half of the article deals almost exclu¬ 
sively with simulation. Brouardel provides the most elaborate 
account in the literature of the possible reasons why the little 
girl might lie about sexual seduction; it was later used by 
many other authors: 

The little girl has forged a tale, and is now impregnated with 
it; the pleasure she experiences in playing a role, in seeing 
herself surrounded with interest that is full of compassion, 
makes her unshakable in her aflBrmations. One often speaks 
of the candor of children. Nothing is more false. Their imagi¬ 
nation likes to invent stories in which they are the hero. TTie 
child comforts herself by telling herself fantasies which she 
knows are false on every point. . . . This child, to whom one 
ordinarily paid only the most minor attention, finds an audi¬ 
ence that is willing to listen to her with a certain solemnity 
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and to take cognizance of the creations of her imagination. 
She grows in her own esteem, she herself becomes a personage, 
and nothing will ever get her to admit that she deceived her 
family and the first people who questioned her. Her lie will 
be all the more difficult to unmask since the child lies without 
troubling herself over the improbabilities which one finds in 
her account (p. 63). 

In Brouardel’s book Les Attentats aux moeurs, his pas¬ 
sion, his real interest, is reserved for his long chapter (pp. 
52-72) on simulation. Therefore, it is reasonable to assume 
that he spoke on this topic to his audience at the morgue in 
Paris in 1885. He claims that of 100 complaints of sexual 
abuse of children, 60 to 80 are unfounded (p. 52), He 
describes the case given by Fournier, already cited, and 
says it is the most important one he has seen. At the end 
of his account appears a significant passage: 

It can happen that the parents act in good faith, but that in 
their ignorance of infantile pathology they take simple in¬ 
flammations of the vulva to be the result of criminal sexual 
assaults on their child. Panicked by findings that seem to her 
very grave and significant, the mother presses the child with 
questions and reaches, unconsciously, it must be added, the 
point where she suggests to the child an account which will 
then serve as the basis for the future accusations. Indeed, if 
the mother’s ignorance is one of the elements of the slander, 
the other is the extreme suggestibility of the child. 

Freud will adduce these very arguments, in later years, to 
explain his own error in believing his women patients. 

Brouardel cites, as the one great advance made in recent 
years (Freud is not cited) toward the explanation of such 
phenomena, a series of 1905 articles by Dupre on mytho- 
manie, pathological lying, which, in Brouardel’s opinion and 
that of his colleagues, “is linked ... to mental degeneration,’’ 
He gives a case (p. 62) of a boy of nine whom he examined 
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along with Paul Gamier (probably in the i88os or 1890s; 
Gamier died in 1901)—“a little satyr,” given to “monstrous 
perversions” with adults in terrifying orgies, according to the 
account of the boy himself. But Gamier and Brouardel were 
skeptical and discovered that his story was an invention— 
though not entirely. For, it turns out, it was the parents of 
the child who “handed over to his heated imagination these 
invented scenes.” Brouardel explains that they did this out 
of an “unhealthy curiosity.” He has still more to say about 
the supposed tendency of women to imagine they have been 
raped: 

Hysteria plays a considerable role in the genesis of these false 
accusations, either because of the genital hallucinations which 
stem from the great neurosis [hysteria] or because hysterics do 
not hesitate to invent mendacious stories with the sole purpose 
of attracting attention to themselves and [in an attempt] to 
make themselves interesting (pp. 64-65). 

(Brouardel defends this same point of view in his 1883 
article.) 

Brouardel ends this, his most important chapter, and the 
only one that was destined to reverberate down to our own 
day, by expressing his interest in “la psychologic de la vic- 
time” (p. 71). He says of the medico-legal expert: 

He is not prohibited from acquainting the examining magis¬ 
trate, from the very beginning, with the very special psychology 
of the victims and the people around them. 

The italics are in the original. Who are these victims with a 
psychology so special that they create their own aggressors? 
They are, Brouardel continues, “pathological liars, hysterics 
who accuse [men of rape], or even simply children who have 
been depraved from an early age.” But when rape did take 
place, and after all, it was Brouardel’s professional duty to 
investigate primarily those cases where the rape was real, he 
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took the position, later to be taken by Abraham and most 
of male society: “In general it is a question of women who 
are predisposed, and this is why one must carefully study the 
hereditary and personal antecedents of these people” (p. 96). 

How, though, would Brouardel explain the seventeen knife 
wounds that one little girl received during her rape (in a case 
reported by Tardieu)? Surely they were not simulated psy¬ 
chosomatic wounds. Brouardel did not deny that such cases 
occurred (indeed, he cites this very case of Tardieu’s on 
p. 129), but he seemed to take no theoretical interest in 
them, reserving his scientific ardor for cases in which he was 
satisfied the child was lying. 

In November 1882, Dr. Claude Etienne Bourdin gave a 
paper to the Societe Medico-psychologique with the revealing 
title “Les Enfants menteurs” (Children Who Lie).*^ In the 
second part of that article he tells the following story: 

A child was admitted to the hospital. He seemed to be six or 
seven years old. The physiognomy of this little boy expressed 
intelligence. He understood what was said to him, and obeyed 
the orders he was given, but he remained completely mute. 
This mutism lasted one year. During this entire time, the 
child was watched with particular care [to determine if it was 
feigned]. Neither his little friends, nor the nurses, nor the sis¬ 
ters were able to get anything else from him except signs. 
Nonetheless, one day a word escaped from the lips of the 
child. A nurse heard it. A conversation was established be¬ 
tween the warden and the would-be mute boy. The child ad¬ 
mitted that he knew how to speak as well as his little friends. 
He kept silent because his father told him he would kill him 
if he said a single word. In actual fact, this child never dared 
to reveal either the name or the address of his father and 
mother (p. 375)- 

Bourdin comments on this sad tale: “The information he pro¬ 
vided on this subject . . . was recognized as almost entirely 
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untrue.” The child who lived in mortal fear and dared not 
speak was branded a liar. Already the victim of brutality, 
the child became the accused. For, as Bourdin states: 

Children are susceptible to cupidity, to hatred, to vengeance, 
to enmity, to jealousy especially, and, to state it bluntly, to 
almost all the passions that trouble the heart of the adult. One 
can, therefore, search for the source of their lies in the maze 
of passions; one is very likely to find it there (p. 378). 

He advises: 

It is up to educators and particularly medical doctors to de¬ 
stroy the myth of the infallible sincerity of the child. This is 
a meritorious task in every respect (p. 384). 

His conclusion: 

To conclude, I have yet to say some very sad words indeed, 
because it is necessary to strip from childhood the halo of 
sincerity with which it has been so imjustly crowned. To know 
the soul of the child, I followed the advice of an ancient 
source: “Speak,” I said, “and act.” The child answered. I 
listened to his words, and I judged his acts. From this double 
examination I came away with the absolute conviction that 
the child takes pleasure in lying, and that he knows how to 
use it skillfully in the interest of his evil instincts and his evil 
passions (p. 386). 

A few years later, in 1887, Dr. Auguste Motet (b. 1832) 
wrote an article in support of Bourdin’s thesis entitled “Les 
Faux T6moignages des enfants devant la justice” (False 
Testimony of Children before the Courts).®* Motet says (p. 
495) that he was inspired to do his work after observing the 
hysterics presented by Charcot. He states (p. 485) that the 
inventions of children and the lies of hysterics have much 
in common. This step, from the “lies of children” to the “lies 
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of hysterical women,” was to have a tragic effect on the his¬ 
tory of psychological thinking in Europe. Bourdin (p. 380) 
had quoted an 1882 article by Vedie {Annales midico- 
psychologiques, 8, p. 239) to the effect that hysterical women 
lie and accuse, to which Bourdin added: “It seems to me 
that all psychiatrists agree with this opinion.” 

A posthumously published article entitled “Les Hysteriques 
accusatrices” (Hysterical Women Who Accuse)®® by Paul 
Gamier (1819-1901, chief physician of the hospital at 
police headquarters, author of Masturbation a deux), who 
had worked with Brouardel, follows this tradition and links 
sexuality, hysteria, and lying. A case he reports in great de¬ 
tail (pp. 345-361) is that of a taU, elegant, beautiful woman 
of twenty-two, Camille, who was intelligent and articulate, 
but, alas, a hysteric. Her father. Gamier assures us, was “un 
homme fort honorable" Thus when Camille accuses him of 
incest (p. 347), “the enormity of the accusation destroys 
its probability.” Gamier comments that “obviously the in¬ 
criminating tendency in her is primordial and fundamental” 
(p- 353 )- Gamier does not ask whether Camille’s distur¬ 
bances could have resulted from the reality of her accusations; 
instead he automatically assumes that her accusations are the 
result of her disturbances. Further proof, for him, is that she 
tells a panel of doctors investigating her that “my brother 
is the lover of my mother. He was already her lover when 
he was ten or twelve years old” (p. 357). And further: “My 
sister died of inanition, because nobody took care of her. 
For two years she was not allowed to leave the house” (p. 
358). All these family “secrets” which Camille revealed to 
the panel (p. 361), “without any purpose, without any need,” 
only provided further evidence of her hysteria. It is as if 
Gamier were saying: What Camille tells us could not pos¬ 
sibly be true, and if it is tme, then she has no business telling 
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it to US. Either way she is crazy. Since she never ceased de¬ 
manding that her father appear before a court of law (p. 
361), “she was sent to [the insane asylum at] Sainte-Anne.” 

It was this tradition that was represented at the Salpetriere 
by Charcot. The influence of this great teaching hospital 
weighed heavily with Freud, and Charcot’s personal influence 
was even greater. Psychiatry and forensic medicine were at 
the time entirely separate fields. Tardieu and Brouardel, as 
legal physicians, did not engage in any form of therapy, least 
of all psychotherapy. Charcot, on the other hand, had an 
enormous reputation as a “healer.” At that time, direct 
authoritative medical intervention held an appeal for Freud. 

When Freud left Paris, no doubt both of the currents that 
he had been exposed to were active in his thinking. One 
tradition said that sexual assaults on children were frequent 
and that children seldom imagined them. The other said that 
rape was rare but children often imagined it. 

The theoretical disagreement between Ambroise Tardieu, 
who argued that sexual traumas were only too real, and 
Alfred Fournier, who argued that they were fantasies, was 
not consequential so long as it was believed that these ex¬ 
periences had no psychological effect. When Freud joined 
the debate, he was clearly on the side of Tardieu. Over the 
years, however, Freud moved closer to the view held by 
Fournier, but with the difference that Freud believed the 
fantasies themselves had pathogenic psychological conse¬ 
quences. These issues are the elements of an unformulated 
yet fundamental debate. Freud’s contribution added a critical 
dimension (the importance of fantasies) which then over¬ 
shadowed the basic issue, which remains: Are sexual assaults 
rather than fantasies the real basis of illness? Or, put dif¬ 
ferently, are pathogenic sexual fantasies always based on real 
events? Freud’s shift to a negative answer to both questions 
is not explicable in scientific terms. Historically, the material 
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I found in Paris set the stage for the drama that was to un¬ 
fold in Vienna and illuminate Freud’s preoccupation with 
these issues. 


SUMMARY 

Until now there has been no information at our disposal 
that would permit historians to speculate about Freud’s ex¬ 
periences in Paris, The little that was known of his personal 
and scientific contacts had not directed attention beyond 
Charcot and his influence on Freud with regard to hypnosis 
and current ideas about hysteria, ideas that Freud was des¬ 
tined to alter radically. But Freud had provided a hint of 
something more when he wrote: “While I was living in Paris 
in 1885 as a pupil of Charcot, what chiefly attracted me, 
apart from the great man’s own lectures, were the demon¬ 
strations and addresses given by Brouardel.’’ In the same 
year, an otherwise little-known book by Antonin Delcasse 
on cruelty toward children was published. In the preface to 
that book, Delcasse dedicates his work to Paul Brouardel, 
who, he explained, “often” showed his students what was 
otherwise a hidden and little discussed side of medicine: he 
performed autopsies on the bodies of children who had died 
as a result of abuse, often, Delcasse reminds the reader, at 
the hands of a parent. Thus although we cannot prove, in 
the strict sense of the word, that Freud, too, witnessed such 
autopsies at the Paris morgue, it seems very probable that 
he did, for there is no reason to assume that Brouardel 
would suddenly cease such demonstrations a few months 
after Delcasse wrote his book. The phrase that Freud used 
many years later (in 1913) to describe what he saw— 
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namely, things “of which science preferred to take no notice” 
—^now makes sense. 

Freud always claimed to have taken away from his years 
in Paris an interest in trauma as a causative agent in mental 
illness, something he learned from Charcot, even if by 
“trauma” Charcot meant something far less dramatic than a 
physical assault on a child by a parent. In discussing the 
seduction theory in 1914 (S.E., 14, p. 17), Freud wrote: 
“Influenced by Charcot’s view of the traumatic origin of 
hysteria, one was readily inclined to accept as true and 
aetiologically signiflcant the statements made by patients in 
which they ascribed their symptoms to passive sexual experi¬ 
ences in the first years of childhood—to put it bluntly, to 
seduction.” [Strachey’s translation is incorrect. The German 
(G.W. 10, p. 55) reads: Unter dem Einfluss der an Charcot 
ankniipfenden traumatischen Theorie der Hysterie war man 
leicht geneigt, Berichte der Kranken fuer real und dtiologisch 
bedeutsam zu halten, welche ihre Symptome aufpassive sexuelle 
Erlebnisse in den ersten Kinderjahren, also grob ausgedruckt: 
auf Vetfiihrung zuriickleiteten. Freud is not saying that the 
patients ascribed their symptoms to seduction, but that he did so: 
“accounts of the patient which showed [me] that their symptoms 
can be traced back to . . . ”] Given the new evidence just pre¬ 
sented, it seems more likely that it was Freud’s experiences at the 
Paris morgue that led to his later theoretical concepts about the 
origins of neurosis. 

However, in 1896, when Freud first developed his trau¬ 
matic theory of neurosis, he did not mention physical abuse, 
but was, rather, interested in sexual abuse. Now, although a 
sexual abuse is almost invariably a physical abuse as well 
(rape is always violent), a physical abuse is not invariably 
sexual. Is there any reason, then, to assume that Freud also 
witnessed the results of sexual abuse on a child at the Paris 
morgue? I think there is, though again, in the strictest sense 
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of the word, we cannot prove it. My evidence is this: Am- 
broise Tardieu, predecessor to Paul Brouardel as professor of 
legal medicine at the Faculty of Medicine in Paris, devoted 
one third of his book Les Attentats aux moeurs to rape, and 
Tardieu tells us that of the 6i6 cases which he personally 
investigated, more than half, 339 to be exact, were cases of 
rape of children (primarily girls) under the age of eleven. 
Now, when Delcasse thanks Brouardel in his preface, he also 
mentions Tardieu and the fact that Brouardel is following 
in Tardieu’s footsteps by investigating child abuse. Moreover, 
some of the cases that Tardieu gives (e.g., cases 41 and 48) 
are of the rape and murder of small children, in one case by 
a father. Both Brouardel and Tardieu were interested in 
physical and sexual abuse of children. Both men wrote books 
on the subject. Brouardel’s book was published posthum¬ 
ously, in 1909, but represents his thinking during the very 
time that Freud was in Paris. This is clear from an influen¬ 
tial article he wrote in 1883 about the legal aspects of the 
sexual abuse of children. It becomes ever more likely, the 
closer we examine the evidence, that Freud would have wit¬ 
nessed at least one autopsy of a sexually abused child. Cer¬ 
tainly he would have heard discussion of this unusual topic, 
in which his teacher was so interested, both during the dem¬ 
onstrations and in the lectures by Brouardel that Freud said 
he attended. 

I also learned that Freud owned both the book by Tardieu 
and the book by Brouardel on sexual abuse, including sexual 
abuse of children, and that he owned Bernard’s book on the 
subject as well. I further found that in books in Freud’s 
library by German authors (Krafft-Ebing, Moll, and others) 
on sexuality, Freud underlined passages in which some of 
Tardieu’s and Brouardel’s cases of sexual abuse are cited. 
Freud studied under Brouardel, the successor to Tardieu; 
he mentioned his demonstrations and lectures with respect 
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and says that he learned things from him “of which science 
preferred to take no notice”; he underlined the names of 
Tardieu and Brouardel when he came across them in the 
German literature; and he owned their books. 

If we add all these facts together: that Freud was im¬ 
pressed by something he saw at Brouardel’s demonstrations 
in the Paris morgue; that Brouardel was known for his dem¬ 
onstrations of physically abused children; that Brouardel was 
interested in sexual abuse as well and wrote about both topics; 
that Tardieu, his predecessor, was also interested in both 
topics and wrote about them; and that Freud owned both 
of their books on these topics—then the hypothesis that 
Freud was exposed in Paris to material that would later 
come to play a major role in his theoretical thinking, though 
it is, strictly speaking, speculation, is speculation with a high 
degree of probability. 






Freud, Fliess, 
and Emma Eckstein 

Emma Eckstein was an early patient of my father^s and 
there are many letters concerning her in the Fliess 
correspondence which we left out, since the story would 
have been incomplete and rather bewildering to the reader. 
I remember her vaguely and Mathilde remembers her well. 

-UNPUBLISHED LETTER FROM ANNA FREUD TO 

ERNEST JONES, November 19, 1953; Jones Archives, 
London Institute of Psycho-Analysis 

THE STORY OF AN OPERATION 

B etween 1894 and 1900, Wilhelm Fliess was Freud’s 
closest friend and possibly the only person with whom 
Freud could discuss his newly emerging insights into the 
origins of mental illness. Riess shared Freud’s views on the 
importance of sexuality—i.e., masturbation, coitus inter- 
ruptus, and the use of condoms—^in the etiology of what 
were then called the “actual neuroses,’’ primarily neuras¬ 
thenia and certain physically manifested anxiety symptoms. 
But Fliess’s interest was confined to physical symptoms with 
a physical etiology. As Freud’s interest shifted to the neuroses 
proper—i.e., hysteria and obsessional neurosis—he began to 
seek their origins in psychological factors. The psychological 
aspects of illness did not interest Fliess, though this only 
became clear to Freud many years later. Their initial con¬ 
vergence of interest led to a collaboration the consequences 
of which were to resonate far beyond Vienna and would 
ultimately exert an influence on the way every psychother- 
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apist thought about the interaction between fantasy and 
reality. 

Early in 1895 Fliess performed surgery on one of Freud’s 
first analytic patients, Emma Eckstein (1865-1924). Emma 
Eckstein’s name has been all but forgotten in the history of 
psychoanalysis, and had she not been mistakenly identified 
with the patient Freud called “Irma” in his discussion of the 
“dream-specimen” in The Interpretation of Dreams, she 
would not be remembered at all today.^ She came from a 
prominent socialist family and seems to have been active in 
the women’s movement in Vienna. When Emma Eckstein 
was about twenty-seven she entered analysis with Freud— 
several of her relatives said she was Freud’s “first analytic 
patient” (see p. 245). That Freud was drawn to her is clear 
from the prominent place she occupies in his correspondence 
with. Fliess. The passages concerning Emma Eckstein in the 
letters are, beyond question, the most passionate accounts 
Freud ever wrote about a patient. The exact nature of her 
complaints is unknown, but it appears that she suffered from 
stomach ailments and menstrual problems. She had difficulty 
walking, and spent much of her time (at least in later life) 
confined to her couch. Why Freud and Fliess decided that she 
needed an operation is not clear. Fliess had visited Freud 
in Vienna during Christmas of 1894, met Emma Eckstein, 
and suggested to Freud that she be operated on for her 
symptoms. 

In Freud’s copy of Fliess’s 1902 book, Vber den ursdch- 
lichen Zusammenhang von Nose und Geschlechtsorgan (On 
the Causal Connection between the Nose and the Sexual 
Organ),^ there is a marked passage (p. 8) which reads: 

Women who masturbate are generally dysmenorrheal. They 

can only be finally cured through an operation on the nose 

if they truly give up this bad practice. 
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I believe that Freud marked this passage in later years be¬ 
cause in his opinion it described the case of Emma Eckstein. 
She was, as we know from her own publications (see Appen¬ 
dix A), very much concerned with the then prevalent belief 
in the dangers of masturbation, something she undoubtedly 
discussed in her treatment with Freud. Her symptom of 
irregular or painful menstruation would have been attributed 
to masturbation, and when Fliess was brought in, he would 
certainly have recommended an operation on her nose, be¬ 
cause of his belief that the nose and the sexual organs were 
intimately connected, and that sexual problems could be 
cured through nasal surgery. 

If Freud’s consent to such an operation seems puzzling, 
his idealization of Fliess as a great healer must be considered. 
Moreover, Freud, who had known Fliess since 1887, wanted 
a closer collaboration with him than he had so far been able 
to achieve.^ Both men believed that sexual problems, and 
masturbation in particular, played a key role in the causation 
of neurotic illnesses. They also believed that displacements 
occurred often in such illnesses. Freud thought they were 
psychological displacements—i.e., shifting one’s concern 
from a real problem to a harmless surrogate that could 
siphon off anxiety by obliterating any connection with the 
real source of anxiety. For Fliess, on the other hand, these 
displacements were purely physical: the problem was shifted 
from the vagina to the nose, and the only way to deal with 
such a problem was to intervene, physically, by operating on 
the nose. If Freud had told Fliess that Emma Eckstein’s prob¬ 
lems had to do with menstruation and that she masturbated, 
it would have been only natural for Fliess to suggest nasal 
surgery, followed by psychological treatment to prevent the 
recurrence of masturbation, as the only hope of curing her. 
This was certainly a revolutionary idea, one that would have 
appeared as bizarre to Freud’s medical colleagues as his own 
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views did. Perhaps the unorthodoxy of Fliess’s methods en¬ 
couraged Freud to believe they contained an unrecognized 
truth. In any event, he seems not to have hesitated in handing 
over Emma Eckstein to Fliess. 

Max Schur was the first to quote from Freud’s letters about 
the operation, but his evaluation was confined to the influence 
it had on Freud’s dream of Irma’s injection.* Because of the 
importance of this operation (it would affect Freud’s views 
on the relative importance of fantasy and reality and his 
views on women and hysteria), it is worth telling the story 
in Freud’s own words. In what follows I have used my 
translation® of Freud’s letters to Fliess, introddcing material 
Schur (and others, notably Ernest Jones) had not seen.® 
None of these letters was included in the published edition 
of the Freud/Fliess letters. 

On January 24, 1895, in an unpublished letter, Freud 
tells Fliess, “Now only one more week separates us from the 
operation.” Freud, in the same letter, complains that “my 
lack of medical knowledge once again weighs heavily on 
me. ... I would not have dared to invent this plan of treat¬ 
ment on my own, but I confidently join you in it.” A review 
of Fliess’s publications indicates that this was Fliess’s first 
major operation (his other interventions were confined to 
cauterization and cocainization of the nose), and Freud may 
well have been feeling hesitant, for he suggests, in the same 
letter, that Fliess work with Robert Gersuny, a well-known 
senior surgeon in Vienna.^ 

Fliess arrived in Vienna in the first week or two of Feb¬ 
ruary and operated on Emma Eckstein. He left soon there¬ 
after. 

Freud’s first letter to Fliess after the operation is dated 
February 25, 1895, but concerns only a report of Fliess’s 
work in the medical journal Wiener allgemeine Zeitung. 
There is no mention of Emma Eckstein. On March 4, 1895, 
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Freud writes Fliess about Emma Eckstein (in a letter pub¬ 
lished in part by Schur): 

Eckstein’s condition is still unsatisfactory; persistent swelling, 
going up and down “like an avalanche”; pain, so that mor¬ 
phine cannot be dispensed with; bad nights. The purulent 
secretion has been decreasing since yesterday; the day before 
yesterday (Saturday) she had a massive hemorrhage, prob¬ 
ably as a result of expelling a bone chip the size of a “Heller” 
[a small coin]; there were two bowlfuls of pus. Today we 
encountered resistance to irrigation; and since the pain and 
the visible edema had increased, I let myself be persuaded to 
call in Gersuny. (By the way, he greatly admired an etching 
of “The Isle of the Dead” [by Bdcklin].) He explained that 
the access was considerably narrowed and insufficient for 
drainage, inserted a drainage tube, and threatened to break it 
[the bone?] open if that did not stay in. To judge by the smell, 
all this is most likely correct. Please send me your authori¬ 
tative advice. I am not looking forward to new surgery on 
this girl. 

In a later passage, apparently overlooked by Schur, Freud 
mentions having visited Josef Breuer (1842-1925; Freud’s 
mentor and collaborator) “on Sunday evening and once 
again won him over—probably only for a short time—by tell¬ 
ing him about the analysis of Eckstein, with which you are not 
really familiar either.” Freud wished to win Breuer over to 
his views on the importance of sexuality in the neuroses, and 
thought he would do so by telling Breuer about Emma’s 
case—i.e., by describing her sexual symptoms. This passage 
is thus the first hint that Emma’s problems were of a sexual 
nature. The passage is also interesting in that Freud admits 
that he had turned his patient over to Fliess without first 
discussing her case with him in detail. 

Freud then writes that the only other thing he can send 
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(beilegen; presumably there was an enclosure, subsequently 
lost) Fliess is “a srntQl analogy to Emma’s dream psychosis 
which we witnessed.” It is not clear what a “dream psy¬ 
chosis” is, although it is probably some form of waking be¬ 
havior which resembles dream behavior. Since the two men 
witnessed this together, Freud was present either at the 
operation or, more likely, when Fliess examined Emma for 
the first time. 

Four days later (March 8, 1895) Freud wrote Fliess an 
important letter, published by Schur, which I reproduce here 
in its entirety: 

Dearest Wilhelm: 

Just received your letter and am able to answer it immedi¬ 
ately. Fortunately I am finally seeing my way clear and am 
reassured about Miss Eckstein and can give you a report 
which will probably upset you as much as it did me, but I 
hope you will get over it as quickly as I did. 

I wrote to you that the swelling and the hemorrhages would 
not stop, and that suddenly a fetid odor set in, and that there 
was an obstacle upon irrigation. (Or is the latter new [to 
you]?) I arranged for Gersuny to be called in; he inserted 
a drainage tube, hoping that things would work out once 
discharge was reestablished; but otherwise he was rather re¬ 
served.® Two days later I was awakened in the morning— 
profuse bleeding had started again, pain, etc. Gersuny replied 
on the phone that he was unavailable till evening; so I asked 
Rosanes® to meet me. We did so at noon. There still was 
moderate bleeding from the nose and mouth; the fetid odor 
was very bad. Rosanes cleaned the area surrounding the 
opening, removed some sticking blood clots, and suddenly 
he pulled at something like a thread, kept on pulling and 
before either one of us had time to think, at least half a meter 
of gauze had been removed from the cavity. The next moment 
came a fiood of blood. The patient turned white, her eyes 
bulged, and she had no pulse. Immediately thereafter, how- 
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ever, he again packed the cavity with fresh iodoform gauze 
and the hemorrhage stopped. It lasted about half a minute, 
but this was enough to make the poor creature, whom by then 
we had lying flat, unrecognizable. In the meantime—that is, 
afterward—something else happened. At the moment the 
foreign body came out and everything became clear to me, 
immediately after which I was confronted by the sight of the 
patient, I felt sick. After she had been packed, I fled to the 
next room, drank a bottle of water, and felt miserable. The 
brave Frau Doktor^® then brought me a small glass of cognac 
and I became myself again. 

Rosanes stayed with the patient until I arranged, via 
Streitenfels, to have both of them taken to Sanatorium Loew. 
Nothing further happened that evening. The following day, 
that is, yesterday, Thursday, the operation was repeated with 
the assistance of Gersuny; [the bone was] broken wide open, 
the packing removed, and [the wound] curetted. There was 
scarcely any bleeding. Since then she has been out of danger, 
naturally very pale, and miserable with fresh pain and swelling. 
She had not lost consciousness during the massive hemor¬ 
rhage; when I returned to the room somewhat shaky, she 
greeted me with the condescending remark, “So this is the strong 
sex!” 

I do not believe it was the blood that overwhelmed me— 
at that moment affects were welling up in me. So we had 
done her an injustice; she was not at all abnormal, rather, a 
piece of iodoform gauze had gotten torn off as you were 
removing it and stayed in for 14 days, preventing healing; at 
the end it tore off and provoked the bleeding. That this mishap 
should have happened to you; how you will react to it when 
you hear about it; what others could make of it; how wrong 
I was to urge you to operate in a foreign city where you could 
not follow through on the case; how my intention to do the 
best for this poor girl was insidiously thwarted and resulted 
in endangering her life—all this came over me simultaneously. 

I have worked it through by now. I was not sufficiently clear 
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to think of immediately reproaching Rosanes at that time. 
This occurred to me only 10 minutes later; that he should 
immediately have thought; there is something inside; I shall 
not pull it out lest there be a hemorrhage; rather, I’ll stuff it 
some more, take her to Loew, and there clean and widen it 
at the same time. But he was just as surprised as I was. 

Now that I have thought it through, nothing remains but 
heartfelt compassion for my child of sorrow [i.e., Emma Eck¬ 
stein]. I really should not have tormented you here, but I had 
every reason to entrust you with such a matter and more. 
You did it as well as one could. The tearing off of the iodoform 
gauze remains one of those accidents that happen to the 
most fortunate and circumspect of surgeons, as you know 
from the business with your little sister-in-law’s anesthesia and 
the broken adenotome [an instrument for the removal of 
adenoids]. Gersuny said that he had had a similar experience 
and therefore he is using iodoform wicks instead of gauze 
(you will remember your own case). Of course, no one is 
blaming you, nor would I know why anyone should. And I 
only wish that you will arrive as quickly as I did at feeling 
sympathy, and rest assured that it was not necessary for me to 
restore my trust in you once again. I only still want to add 
that for one day I shied away from letting you know about 
it; then I began to feel ashamed, and here is the letter. 

Besides this, other news really pales. As far as my condi¬ 
tion is concerned, you are certainly quite right; strangely 
enough it is far easier for me to be productive when I have 
mild troubles of this kind. So now I am writing page after 
page of “The Therapy of Hysteria.” 

An odd idea of a different sort I shall entrust to you only 
after we have Eckstein off our minds. Here influenza is quite 
widespread, but not very intense. Your mama is not yet quite 
well either. 

I shall soon write to you again, and, above all, report in 
detail on Emma E. Scientiflcally, otherwise quite desolate. 
Influenza has been eating up the practice of specialists. That 
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it really took its toll on you I know. Just allow yourself a 
proper rest afterward. I am determined to do the same if it 
should strike me. 

With cordial greetings, 

your 

Sigmund 

This letter, which was omitted from the published edition 
of Freud’s letters to Fliess, is critical for an understanding 
of subsequent events in Freud’s intellectual life. Fliess had 
“mistakenly” left half a meter of surgical gauze in the cavity 
created by the removal of the turbinate bone in Emma’s 
nose.“ Freud wished to minimize the significance of this and 
to protect Fliess’s reputation. He says that “no one is blaming 
you, nor would I know why anyone should.” Yet Emma Eck¬ 
stein had almost died, in what Freud calls a Verblutungsszene 
(a scene of bleeding to death). Had it not been for the swift 
intervention of other surgeons, she might well have died. 
Fliess’s “mistake” could hardly be considered a trivial one. 

Freud, who had initially wanted Gersuny to be involved 
in the operation (Fliess probably had objected), now called 
him in. If initially Gersuny had not thought that the opera¬ 
tion was necessary, it is not surprising that he was now, as 
Freud says, “rather reserved.” This reserve could only have 
escalated to censure once he became aware of the extent of 
Fliess’s surgical carelessness. It becomes clear from a letter 
quoted below that Fliess realized this and was not as opti¬ 
mistic as Freud in thinking that nobody would blame him. 
He demanded (and did not get) a letter from the surgeons 
exonerating him. When, therefore, Freud says that “we had 
done her [Emma Eckstein] an injustice; she was not at all 
abnormal” (sie war gar nicht abnorm gewesen), he had a 
passing insight: the place to search for psychopathology in 
this case was in Fliess and in himself. It was “abnormal” of 
Freud to hand Emma Eckstein over to Fliess and it was 
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“abnonnal” of Fliess to operate at all and then to bungle the 
operation. Emma Eckstein’s reaction—i.e., her hemorrhag¬ 
ing—^was a completely normal response to surgical violence. 
Later Freud would retract this insight and would claim that 
Emma Eckstein’s hemorrhages were hysterical in nature, the 
result of sexual longing. If Freud means that Emma Eckstein 
herself had not been “abnormal” prior to the operation, an 
even greater insight, then he and Hiess had no business sub¬ 
jecting her to a theory that was put into practice as a life- 
threatening operation. For it is one thing to hold “abnormal” 
views about the nasal origin of menstrual problems and quite 
another to test those theories by operative interventions for 
which one possesses neither the surgical knowledge nor the 
requisite skills. 

The next reference to Emma Eckstein is from an unpub¬ 
lished letter dated March 13, 1895: 

Eckstein is finally doing well, as she could have done three weeks 
ago, if it had not been for the detour. It does speak well for her that she 
did not change her attitude toward either one of us; she honors your 
memory beyond the unwelcome accidentality [unerwunschte Zufal- 
ligkeit]. 

The detour (Umweg) Freud refers to must be Emma Eckstein’s 
reaction to the operation — i.e., the hemorrhages — and not the 
operation itself, which took place around the 21 st of February. 
This is the first hint that Freud will eventually blame Emma Eck¬ 
stein for this response. 

As for whether Emma maintained her respect for both 
men, Schur has a mysterious note to a passage on p. 67 of 
his book Freud: Living and Dying (New York: International 
Universities Press, 1972): 

That Fliess had a gift for impressing his friends and patients 
with the wealth of his biological knowledge, his far-reaching 
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imagination, and his unflagging faith in his therapeutic abili¬ 
ties can be concluded from the intense loyalty of his patients 
which was evident from Freud’s correspondence with him. 
Even a patient who . . . suffered dangerous consequences 
from a grave “slip” committed by Fliess remained loyal to 
him for the rest of her life [emphasis added]. 

In the footnote Schur writes: “Personal communication.” 
The source, however, could not be determined. 

Freud continues the same letter on March 15 (a passage 
not quoted by Schur): 

Surgically, Eckstein will soon be well, [but] now the nervous 
sequelae of the incident are starting: nightly hysterical attacks 
and similar symptoms which I must start to work on. It is now 
about time you forgave yourself the minimal oversight, as 
Breuer called it. 

Whatever Breuer told Freud, and whatever reason Breuer 
had for saying it, what Fliess did could hardly be termed a 
“minimal oversight” (das minimale Versehen). Indeed, Max 
Schur, in his unpublished paper “The Guilt of the Survivor,”^* 
writes: 

The previously unpublished correspondence of these months 
revealed Freud’s desperate attempts to deny any realization 
of the fact that Fliess would have been convicted of malprac¬ 
tice in any court for this nearly fatal error. 

Freud has already begun to represent to Fliess and to him¬ 
self that Emma Eckstein’s problems originated with her, and 
not in the external world (in this case with two overzealous 
doctors). The powerful tool that Freud was discovering, the 
psychological explanation of physical illness, was being 
pressed into service to exculpate his own dubious behavior 
and the even more dubious behavior of his closest friend. 
Freud has begun to explain away his own bad conscience. 
Freud continues the letter again on March 20: 
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Poor Eckstein is doing less well. This was the second reason 
for my postponement. Ten days after the second operation, 
after a normal course, she suddenly had pain and swelling 
again, of unknown origin. The following day, a hemorrhage; 
she was quickly packed. At noon, when they lifted the pack¬ 
ing to examine her, renewed hemorrhage, so that she almost 
died. Since then she again has been lying in bed, tightly packed 
and totally miserable. Gussenbauer^® and Gersuny believe that 
she is bleeding from a large vessel—but which one?—and on 
Friday they want to make an incision on the outside while 
compressing the carotid artery to see whether they can find 
the source. In my thoughts, I have given up hope for the poor 
girl, and am inconsolable that I involved you and created 
such a distressing affair for you. I also feel very sorry for her; 
I had become very fond of her. 

With the most cordial greetings to you and Ida. 

Your 

Sigmund 

One would naturally expect Freud to be “inconsolable” 
(untrostlich) for Emma Eckstein. In fact, he is inconsolable 
for Fliess, even though he says quite explicitly that he expects 
Emma to die (ich habe die Arme in Gedanken verloren 
gegeben). 

In his next letter (not published by Schur), dated March 
23, Freud writes: 

I could not make up my mind to send off the letter before I 
could give you definite news about E. The operation was post¬ 
poned to Saturday, [and is] just now over. It was nothing 
and nothing was done. Gussenbauer palpated the cavity and 
pronounced everything to be normal; [he] supposes the bleed¬ 
ing was only from granulation tissue; she is spared any dis¬ 
figurement. They will continue to pack her [nose]; I shall try 
to keep her off morphine. I am glad that none of the bad 
expectations has materialized. 
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But it is not true that she was “spared any disfigurement.” 
According to Dr. Ada Elias, a distinguished pediatrician and 
a favorite niece of Emma’s, her features were permanently 
marred: “As a result, her face was disfigured—the bone was 
chiseled away, and on one side caved in.”^* 

On March 28, Freud writes again: 

I know what you want to hear first: she is tolerably well; 
complete subsidence, no fever, no hemorrhage. The packing 
which was inserted 6 days ago is still in; we hope to be safe 
from new surprises. Of course, she is beginning with the new 
production of hysterias from this past period, which are then 
dissolved by me. 

Presumably the “hysterias from this past period” refers to 
her reactions to the operation, which, not surprisingly, were 
strong. 

The next letter was written on April 11, 1895: 

Gloomy times, unbelievably gloomy. Above all, this Eckstein 
affair, which is rapidly moving toward a bad ending. Last 
time I reported to you that Gussenbauer inspected the cavity 
under anesthesia, palpated it, and declared it to be satisfac¬ 
tory. We indulged in high hopes, and the patient was gradually 
recovering. [However,] 8 days [ago] she began to bleed, with 
the packing in place, something that had not been the case 
previously. She was immediately packed again; the bleeding 
was minimal. Two days [ago] renewed bleeding, again with 
the packing in place, and by then overabundantly. New pack¬ 
ing, renewed perplexity. Yesterday Rosanes wanted to ex¬ 
amine the cavity again; by chance a new hypothesis about the 
source of the bleeding during the first operation (yours) was 
suggested by Weil. As soon as the packing was partly re¬ 
moved, there was a new, life-threatening hemorrhage which 
I witnessed. It did not spurt, but it surged. Something like a 
[fluid] level rising extraordinarily rapidly, and then overflow¬ 
ing everything. It must have been a large vessel, but which 




Freud, Fliess, and Emma Eckstein 


71 


one and from where? Of course, one could not see anything 
and was glad to have the packing back in again. Add to this 
the pain, the morphine, the demoralization caused by the 
obvious medical helplessness, and the tinge of danger, and 
you will be able to picture the state the poor girl is in. We 
do not know what to do. Rosanes is opposed to the ligation 
of the carotid that was recommended. The danger that she 
will run a fever also is not far off. I am really very shaken 
[to think] that such a mishap [Malheur] could have arisen 
from the operation which was purported to be harmless. 

The last line seems accusatory. 

Fliess did not miss the overtones of this letter. For Freud’s 
next letter to Fliess, dated April 20, 1895, is clearly written 
in response to a demand from Fliess for some sort of apology 
from Weil or a letter from Gersuny: 

I did of course immediately inform Rosanes of your recom¬ 
mendations concerning E. At close range many things look 
different, for instance the hemorrhages; I can confirm that in 
their case there could be no question of biding one’s time. 
There was bleeding as though from the carotid artery; within 
half a minute she would have bled to death. Now, however, 
she is doing better; the packing was gently and gradually re¬ 
moved; there was no mishap [Malheur]", she is now in the 
clear. 

The writer of this is still very miserable, but also offended 
that you deem it necessary to have a testimonial certificate 
from Gersuny for your rehabilitation. 

Freud uses the word "MalheuF’ again here, as he did in the 
letter of April ii, as if to say to Fliess: this time nobody 
slipped. Yet Freud goes on: 

For me you remain the physician, the type of man into whose 
hands one confidently puts one’s life and that of one’s family 
—even if Gersuny should have the same opinion of your skills 
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as Weil. I had wanted to pour forth my tale of woe and per¬ 
haps obtain your advice concerning E., but not reproach you 
with anything. That would have been stupid, unjustified, and 
in clear contradiction to all my feelings. 

But unless we are missing a letter, this is the first time that 
Freud says openly to Fliess that somebody, in this case an¬ 
other surgeon, Weil, held a low opinion of his “Kunst" (art), 
a word which possibly encompasses more than just surgical 
skill. 

On April 26 he writes that “she [Emma], too, my tor¬ 
mentor and yours, now appears to be doing well.” And on 
April 27, “Eckstein once again is in pain; will she be bleed¬ 
ing next?” The question is not quite as rhetorical as it seems, 
for Freud is preparing the ground for a diagnosis of hysterical 
bleeding, as if to say: her pains are unreal, and the hemor¬ 
rhages which may have appeared to come from your opera¬ 
tion were in fact psychologically caused—they were hysterical 
in origin, deriving from repressed wishes, not unskilled sur¬ 
geons. The last reference to Emma Eckstein that year is on 
May 25: “Emma E. is finally doing very well and I have 
succeeded in once again alleviating her weakness in walking, 
which also set in again.” 


FREUD AND FLIESS 

The story of Freud’s seduction theory, its relation to Fliess’s 
operation on Emma Eckstein, and the eventual renunciation 
of the theory by Freud, is intertwined with the story of 
Freud’s relationship with Fliess. Freud met Fliess in 1887; 
he was to play the major role in Freud’s intellectual, emo¬ 
tional, and scientific life over the next fifteen years, and 
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possibly beyond.^® Ernest Jones describes the friendship in 
the following passage:^® 

We come here to the only really extraordinary experience in 
Freud’s life. For the circumstances of his infancy, though 
doubtless important psychologically, were in themselves merely 
unusual but not extraordinary. Again, for a man of nearly 
middle age, happily married and having six children, to de¬ 
velop a passionate friendship for someone intellectually his 
inferior, and for him to subordinate for several years his 
judgment and opinions to those of that other man: this also is 
unusual, though not entirely unfamiliar. But for that man to 
free himself by following a path hitherto untrodden by any 
human being, by the heroic task of exploring his own uncon¬ 
scious mind: that is extraordinary in the highest degree.^’ 

Nobody would disagree that Freud was enraptured with 
Fliess during the most important years of his scientific de¬ 
velopment. The precise influence that Fliess exercised on 
Freud through their meetings and letters is, of course, im¬ 
possible to reconstruct, since we have only Freud’s side of 
the correspondence; the letters from Fliess to Freud have 
never been found.^® 

At first it seemed, especially to Freud, as if the two men’s 
thinking ran along parallel lines. On February 8, 1893, 
Freud sent Fliess a letter and a draft entitled “The Etiology 
of the Neuroses’’ (about the actual neuroses, primarily neur¬ 
asthenia). It contains the first mention of an assault {Atten¬ 
tat), presumably sexual, on a patient of Freud’s, which took 
place at the age of eight: “In a case of tormenting hypo¬ 
chondria which began at puberty, I was able to prove an 
assault in the eighth year of life.’’ Freud does not, however, 
accord it any etiological or theoretical significance, saying 
that such “psychic traumas’’ are “only the precipitating cause’’ 
of periodic depressions. At Easter 1893, Freud visited Fliess 
in Berlin. 
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At some point after the Easter meeting, Fliess sent Freud 
a paper entitled “Die nasale Reflexneurose” (The Nasal 
Reflex Neurosis), which he intended to deliver at the I2th 
Congress for Internal Medicine in Wiesbaden, in June 1893. 
Freud comments on the paper in an undated letter to Fliess, 
y.Titten sometime between Ae Easter meeting and June: 

I think that you cannot avoid mentioning the sexual etiology 
of neurosis without tearing the most beautiful leaf out of the 
wTeath. So do it immediately in a manner suitable to the cir¬ 
cumstances. Announce the forthcoming investigations; describe 
the anticipated result as that which it really is, as something 
new; show people the key that unlocks everything, the etio¬ 
logical formula; and if in the process you give me a place in 
this by incorporating a reference such as “a colleague and 
friend,” I shall be very glad rather than angry. I have inserted 
such a passage on sexuality for you, merely as a suggestion.^* 

In the work itself, published in the proceedings of the Con¬ 
gress,^ it seems that Fliess took Freud’s advice, and possibly 
incorporated what Freud wTote, in the follow'ing passage: 

For I admit to the expectation that [we] shall succeed in dem¬ 
onstrating: the etiology of neurasthenia prop>er, insofar as it 
can be differentiated from other status nervosi [ner\’Ous con¬ 
ditions], is to be found in abusus sexualis, in the misuse of 
the sexual function. I have joined forces with a colleague and 
friend for the purpose of pro\ing this by a series of carefully 
analyzed observ ations of patients. You know that sexual abuse 
[e.g., masmrbation and coitus interruptus] has always been 
cited among the causes of neurasthenia. In our sTew, this fact 
is the specific etiology of neurosis, either in the sense that this 
etiology by itself is sufficient to transform a healthy nervous 
system into a neurasthenic one, or in other cases that it rep¬ 
resents the necessary- precondition for the production of 
neurasthenia by other such noxae which by themselves are 
incapable of having this effect (p. 391). 
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At this point Freud was still interested in the pathogenic 
effects of masturbation, and was still looking to Fliess for a 
physical solution to the problem of neurasthenia. Fliess could 
incorporate Freud’s views, and collaboration was still pos¬ 
sible. 

The book that emerged from Fliess’s address was pub¬ 
lished in 1893 as Neue Beitrdge zur Klinik und Therapie der 
nasalen Reflexneurose (New Contributions to the Theory 
and Therapy of the Nasal Reflex NeurosisBecause noth¬ 
ing of Fliess’s has been translated into English—even his Ger¬ 
man articles are difficult to obtain—and because of the 
importance of Fliess’s influence on Freud, I have translated 
several key passages from his work. In the preface, dated 
November 1892, to the book just cited, Fliess makes a veiled 
reference to Freud (we know this from the correspondence) 
and repeats it on p. 3: 

My intention of making the [nasal] reflex neurosis the sub¬ 
ject of a literary discussion is very recent and did not occur 
until a friend suggested it when I told him that this disease 
entity is a very common one. 

Fliess is addressing this book to psychiatrists, and even says 
so explicitly on p. 4; no doubt this was at Freud’s behest as 
a means of further cementing their collaboration, and demon¬ 
strating the usefulness of Fliess’s views for Freud’s special¬ 
ization. There are 131 cases of “actual neuroses’’ reported 
in this book of 79 pages, and the treatment in every case is 
mild, i.e., non-surgical: cocaine to the nose, cauterization, 
and, at most, what Fliess calls galvanokautische Behandlung, 
i.e., treatment involving cauterization by means of a wire 
heated by a galvanic current. There is no evidence, in the 
cases given in the book, that Fliess performed major surgery, 
as he was to do in the case of Emma Eckstein. Clearly, 
however, Fliess considered the treatment he offered for 
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“neurasthenia” to be revolutionary. He ends his book (p, 79) 
by saying that when his treatment is followed 

the immense multitude of “neurasthenics” who rush from doc¬ 
tor to doctor and from spa to spa, without success, and who 
make a mockery of our art by falling into the hand of quacks, 
will diminish. For a large proportion of so-called neurasthenics 
are nothing more than people suffering from the [nasal] reflex 
neurosis. 

He believes (p. 3) that “this diagnosis in the future will 
become [a means of earning their] daily bread for physicians.” 
On p. iii of the preface, Fliess says; “Frequently I succeeded, 
through using nasal therapy, in healing symptoms that the 
masters of the art of medicine had striven to cure in vain.” 

But at some point between writing this book, in 1893, and 
performing the operation on Emma Eckstein, early in 1895, 
Fliess had decided that more radical intervention was called 
for. To learn more about Fliess’s views on the theme of mas¬ 
turbation, the nose, and neurosis during the time of his col¬ 
laboration with Freud, we must turn to the last book that 
Fliess sent to Freud, which was published in 1902 but which 
represents Fliess’s views from 1893 on (many of the cases 
date from 1893 to 1897), Vber den ursdchlichen Zusam- 
menhang von Nase und Geschlechtsorgan (with a dedication: 
“To my dear Sigmund”). Here is the entire text of the pas¬ 
sage (p. 7) which Freud marked in his private copy, and 
which no doubt provides the background for the conversa¬ 
tions that the two men had in 1894 and 1895: 

The typical cause of neurasthenia in young people of both 
sexes is masturbation (Freud) , . . Naturally, bad sexual 
practices [masturbation, etc.] affect by no means only the 
nose; the nervous system is directly harmed. Still, the nose is 
regularly influenced by abnormal sexual satisfaction, and the 
consequences of this influence are not merely a very char- 
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acteristic swelling and sensitivity of the nasal “genital spots”; 
the entire s)rmptom group of distant complaints [Fernbe- 
schwerden] which I have described as “the nasal reflex neuro¬ 
sis” depends on this neuralgic alteration. And so it happens 
that this complex of painful spots, which is generally termed 
neurasthenic, can be removed through a treatment consisting 
of the use of cocaine, and the elimination of the pain lasts as 
long as the effect of the cocaine. They can be removed for a 
longer time through cauterization or electrolysis. But they 
return as long as the causes of the abnormal sexual satisfaction 
are in effect, and only cease when normal satisfaction finally 
takes over. Unmarried women who masturbate normally suffer 
from dysmenorrhea [painful menstruation]. In such cases, 
nasal treatment is only successful when they truly give up this 
aberration. Among the pains which derive from masturbation, 
I would like to emphasize one in particular, because of its 
importance: neuralgic stomach pain. One sees it very early on 
in the case of women who masturbate, and it is to be found 
among “young ladies” as frequently as masturbation itself. 

Fliess goes on to say that this practice alters the left middle 
turbinate bone in its frontal third, and therefore he decided 
to call this spot the “stomach-ache spot.” He continues by 
saying that hemorrhages from the nose are well known 
among women who masturbate (die Epistaxis der Onanisten 
ist ganz bekannt ). This opinion had fateful consequences for 
Emma Eckstein. Fliess continues (p. lo): 

I remember a patient who had been handed over to me by 
the Royal G)mecological Clinic because of massive uterine 
bleeding. All gynecological methods had failed in her case. 
The very moment that I removed the hypertrophic [over¬ 
developed] left middle turbinate bone, the uterine bleeding 
ceased completely. ... It is to be noted that the middle tur¬ 
binate bone seems to play a role precisely in the mechanism 
of uterine bleeding. Functional [i.e., neurotic] uterine bleed¬ 
ing is especially to be seen in women who masturbate. Here, 
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as well, the way [of treating it?] is through the nose, as in the 
case for dysmenorrhea [caused by] masturbation. 

In Fliess’s major work. Die Beziehungen zwischen Nose 
und weiblichen Geschlechtsorganen (The Connections be¬ 
tween the Nose and the Female Sexual Organs), published 
in 1897,®* with an inscription to Freud that reads; “Seinem 
teuren Sigmund—innigst dv” (To my dear Sigmund—affec¬ 
tionately, the author), the last part of chapter 6 discusses 
these “stomach-ache spots” and the "Dauererfolg durch 
Exstirpation jener Stelle” (the lasting success through ex¬ 
tirpation of these spots). The dates of the case histories make 
it clear that Fliess’s views belong to the period of Emma 
Eckstein’s operation. Here is an important passage from p. 
108: 

The effect of masturbation on this organ [the nose] is by no 
means exhaustively described by the statement that the result 
is a change in the genital spots of the nose, certainly not if 
one understands the genital spots to be the lower turbinate 
bone and the tuberculi septi, as we have done so far for good 
reason. Another area of the nose undergoes a typical trans¬ 
formation as a result of masturbation, namely the middle tur¬ 
binate bone on the left, primarily in its frontal third. ... If 
one completely removes this segment of the middle turbinate 
bone on the left, which can easily be carried out with suitable 
bone forceps, the stomach pains can be permanently cured. 

So between 1893 and 1897, Fliess had carried his nasal treat¬ 
ment a step further, and engaged in “daring” techniques. It 
is probable that the first person to be treated with this new 
technique was Emma Eckstein. 









Freud, Fliess, and Emma Eckstein 


79 


FREUD’S VIEWS ON SEDUCTION 

In an undated letter written by Freud to Fliess between 
April and June 1893, there is an important passage which 
was, curiously, omitted from the published version: 

I am not clear about the naval cadet. He confessed to mas¬ 
turbating already in the morning; did you establish that the 
attack followed directly upon a masturbatory excess? Certain 
fantasies about the possibility of suppressing the impulse to 
masturbate via the nose, to explain such impulses, to undo 
anesthesia and the like should remain only fantasies? 

Presumably Fliess had as a patient a naval cadet who had 
some kind of (hysterical?) attack related to masturbation. 
It can be assumed that Fliess had written to Freud about 
the case, telling him that he intended to treat the young man 
by performing nasal therapy. Freud, in his response, seems 
to Ije telling Fliess something he would not risk telling him 
during their later and more intense friendship—namely, that 
the efficacy of “nasal treatment” was a fantasy of Fliess’s, 
and perhaps a nose operation was not the best way to treat 
a problem connected with masturbation. From what we know 
of Fliess’s later sensitivity to criticism, he would not have 
taken well to this challenge, even when put as a question, 
and this undoubtedly explains why, as we know from a pas¬ 
sage in a letter of July 10, 1893, Fliess evidently declined 
Freud’s earlier offer of collaboration on a book or article. 

On May 30, 1893, Freud included in a letter to Fliess a 
passage in which, for the first time, he suggests to him the 
possibility of sexual seductions in early childhood. In the 
published edition of the Freud/Fliess letters, this passage 
is omitted without explanation. The omission is not indicated 
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by ellipses in either the German or the English printed ver¬ 
sion of the correspondence, yet it consists of an entire post¬ 
script: 

I continue, because now I am writing more easily, to submit 
the following problem to you: 

Undoubtedly there exist cases of juvenile neurasthenia 
without masturbation, but not without the usual preliminaries 
of overabundant pollutions—that is, precisely as though there 
had been masturbation. I have only the following unproven 
surmises for the understanding of these cases: 

1) Innate weakness of the genital and nervous systems 

2) Abuse in the prepubertal period 

3) Could it not be that organic changes of the nose pro¬ 
duce the pollutions and thereby the neurasthenia, so 
that here the latter develops as a product of the nasal 
reflex noxa? 

What do you think and do you know something about it? 

Since the word “abuse” (Missbrauch) cannot refer to mas¬ 
turbation (Freud is speaking here of “juvenile neurasthenia 
without masturbation”), it must refer to a “misuse” by an¬ 
other person, i.e., a sexual trauma, a seduction. In fact, in 
the entire GW, the word “'Missbrauch" is used exclusively to 
refer to an externally caused sexual abuse, never to masturba¬ 
tion. 

This is the first evidence we have that Freud was begin¬ 
ning to explore areas that were outside the realm of Fliess’s 
interests. Whereas the psychopathology of masturbation per¬ 
mitted a collaboration between Freud and Fliess (Freud 
could encourage the patient to give up the practice, and 
Fliess could use his surgical skills to repair the “damage” 
already done), if the cause of illness lay in something hitherto 
ignored, a real trauma from the external world, there would 
Ik little reason for Fliess’s medical intervention. 

Moreover, the preponderance of the psychological factor 
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(both in the damage done and in the cure needed) would 
preclude any close collaboration. The physical and psycho¬ 
logical explanations are fundamentally incompatible, though 
this seems not to have become apparent to either Freud or 
Fliess for some time. It is evident, however, that Freud was 
embarking on a new kind of search. 

The letter which follows, dated August 20, 1893, was 
omitted from the published version of the Freud/Fliess cor¬ 
respondence. Unlike the other omitted letters and passages, 
however, Ernst Kris never saw it, and it was not excised after 
the transcript was made. I came across it in Freud’s desk at 
Maresfield Gardens. The relevant passage, from the end of 
the letter, reads: 

For the rest, the etiology of the neuroses pursues me every¬ 
where, as the Marlborough song follows the traveling English¬ 
man. Recently I was consulted by the daughter of the inn¬ 
keeper on the Rax; it was a nice case for me. 

Fliess may not have perceived the implications of this im¬ 
portant passage. A few months earlier Freud had sent him 
a draft with the title “The Etiology of the Neuroses,” which 
referred to the “actual neuroses”^® (neurasthenia, as opposed 
to the “psychoneuroses”—hysteria and obsessional neurosis), 
whose etiology, according to Freud, lay in masturbation. But 
in this letter Freud is no longer referring to masturbation and 
coitus interruptus (Fliess’s abusus sexualis) as “the etiology 
of the neuroses,” but is on the trail of something far more 
essential: childhood sexual seductions. For the “daughter of 
the innkeeper on the Rax” is none other than Katharina, 
whose story is told in Studies on Hysteria, which was not to 
be published until May 1895. (This is the only reference 
Freud makes to her outside of that book.) 

This remarkable case history, written in a style unusual 
for the medical literature of the time, proceeds in dialogue 
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form to reveal that Katharina had been sexually assaulted 
(Freud uses the words ndchtlicher Vberfall, literally a 
“nocturnal attack”) when she was thirteen or fourteen. That 
her seducer was her own father, however, we learn only from 
a footnote that Freud added to the 1924 edition of the book; 

I venture after the lapse of so many years to lift the veil of 
discretion and reveal the fact that Katharina was not the niece 
but the daughter of the landlady. The girl fell ill, therefore, as 
a result of sexual attempts^^ on the part of her own father. 
Distortions like the one which I introduced in the present in¬ 
stance should be altogether avoided in reporting a case 
history. 

Freud used the gifts of a novelist to say something that 
neither Fliess nor any of his medical colleagues, not even 
the French authors, had suspected. For there is no case 
history in the preceding medical literature which describes 
the consequences of a paternal seduction on the emotional 
life of a child. Thus, when Freud comments on the emotional 
relief that resulted from his conversation with Katharina, he 
says something completely new: “I hope this girl, whose 
sexual sensibility had been injured at such an early age 
[emphasis added], derived some benefit from our conversa¬ 
tion. I have not seen her since” (p. 133). 

Freud says explicitly (p. 132) that Katharina was suffer¬ 
ing from hysteria, and not from an “actual” neurosis. So 
Freud had now applied his new etiological formula beyond 
neurasthenia to the psychoneuroses. He had, without knowing 
it, entered a realm where nobody was prepared to follow him. 

In 1894, Freud was absorbed in collecting cases for his 
Studies on Hysteria, on which he was collaborating with his 
onetime mentor, Josef Breuer, and we know from other 
sources how reluctant Breuer was to publish it.^® But no¬ 
where is the reason for this reluctance more clearly revealed 
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than in another passage omitted from the published version 
of a letter, dated May 21, 1894, in which Freud writes to 
Fliess: 

Was not Marion Delorme a jewel?^® She will not be included 
in the collection with Breuer because the second level [5/oc/:- 
werk, i.e., of a building], that of the sexual factor, is not 
supposed to be disclosed there. The case history that I am 
writing now—a cure—is among my most difficult pieces of 
work. You will receive it before Breuer if you return it 
promptly. Among the gloomy thoughts of the past few months 
there was one, in second place, right after wife and children 
—that I shall no longer be able to prove the sexual thesis. 
After all, one does not want to die either immediately or 
completely. 

This is the only source from which we learn that Breuer 
wanted Freud to omit “the sexual factor” from Studies on 
Hysteria. Breuer was not averse to recognizing the role of 
sexuality (here understood to mean masturbation and coitus 
interruptus) in the genesis of the “actual” neuroses.^^ But 
the deeper, more frightening thesis that hysteria was caused 
by sexual seductions in childhood was as repugnant to Breuer 
as it was to the rest of Freud’s colleagues. So when Freud 
says here that he is afraid he might not be able to prove the 
“sexual thesis,” he means that he might be prevented from 
proclaiming his new discovery that sexual violence against 
a child is the source of hysteria and obsessional neurosis. It 
is quite possible, then, that Freud altered the Katharina case 
for this book, by neglecting to identify her seducer as her 
father, at Breuer’s request. 

If one of Breuer’s conditions for agreeing to joint publi¬ 
cation was that this thesis of Freud’s be omitted from the 
book, then some of the case histories take on a new meaning. 
For we can presume that Freud first wrote them with such 
sexual seductions in mind, then removed any mention of 
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them, at Breuer’s insistence. The following case history of 
Freud’s treatment of a “lively and gifted girl” now makes 
sense: 

... I told her that I was quite convinced that her cousin’s 
death had nothing at all to do with her state, but that some¬ 
thing else had happened which she had not mentioned. At 
this, she gave way to the extent of letting fall a single signifi¬ 
cant phrase; but she had hardly said a word before she stopped, 
and her old father, who was sitting behind her, began to sob 
bitterly. Naturally I pressed my investigation no further; but 
I never saw the patient again (pp. loo-ioi). 

It now seems possible that Freud is here depicting a scene 
where a young girl accuses her father of having raped her, 
upon which the man begins to sob, acknowledging his guilt. 
TTiese passages in Studies on Hysteria are Freud’s first pub¬ 
lished references to seduction and its importance. 

The reading that Freud was doing precisely at this time 
was related to this subject. He had four copies of Krafft- 
Ebing’s Psychopathia Sexualis in his personal library, the 
fifth edition (1890), seventh (1892), ninth (1894), and 
eleventh (1901). The ninth edition^® is inscribed from Krafft- 
Ebing to Freud: “With friendly greetings to his colleague. 
Dr. Freud, from the author.” This 1894 edition is the only 
one in Freud’s possession that is annotated by him. 

If we examine the passages that Freud marked,*® it be¬ 
comes clear that most of his notations have to do with the 
sexual abuse of children (though Krafft-Ebing himself held 
no theories about this). For example, on p. 375 of Freud’s 
copy, there is a large check mark in the margin next to the 
following passage: 

Maids, in collaboration with their lovers, masturbated chil¬ 
dren who had been entrusted to them, performed cunnilingus 
on a seven-year-old girl, introduced turnips and potatoes into 
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her vagina and did the same to the anus of a two-year-old 
boy!®® 

This passage originally appeared in Ambroise Tardieu’s Les 
Attentats aux moeurs, which, as we have seen, Freud also 
owned.®^ 

Several influences were thus at work on Freud which en¬ 
couraged his newly developed thesis about the importance 
of sexual seductions: the memory of what he had seen and 
read during his Paris stay, the reading he was doing cur¬ 
rently, and the clinical work he was engaged in daily with 
his patients (which we can read about in the published letters 
to Fliess). Offsetting these influences was the disapproval of 
his onetime friend and protector, Josef Breuer. But perhaps 
nothing would have a greater effect on Freud than the atti¬ 
tude taken by Fliess on the subject, for Freud was now pre¬ 
pared to acknowledge publicly his scientific collaboration 
with Fliess. 

In a published letter to Fliess of August 29, 1894, Freud 
refers to the “Migraine” of M., which Kris took to be a 
reference to a work by Theodor Meynert. Actually, it is to 
a book by Mobius on migraine that Freud reviewed in 1895, 
though his review was not known to the editors of the Standard 
Edition?^ It contains, in fact, Freud’s first published recognition 
of Fliess’s work. The last paragraph of that review reads as 
follows: 

I would further like to emphasize a relationship—one that 
Mobius does not reject—^between migraine and the nose . . . 
[which I mention because of my] intimate acquaintance with 
the work and the surprising therapeutic success of a researcher 
well known to the readers of this journal. Dr. W. Fliess in 
Berlin. According to Fliess, who went beyond his predecessor 
Hack in using cocaine as a diagnostic aid, in [adopting] the 
daring technique of modem therapy, and in [entertaining] 
viewpoints of general significance, the nose has to be accorded 
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a role in the pathogenesis of all headaches whatsoever as well 
as of migraine, not only in exceptional cases but rather as a 
rule.... 

By this time Freud knew the exact nature of the new therapy: 
surgery—and perhaps that was why he characterized it with 
the German word kiihn (daring). Thus, not only had Freud 
turned Emma Eckstein over to Fliess for an operation, but 
he was now openly acknowledging his admiration for Fliess 
as a physician, after the operation had taken place. 


THE SEDUCTION OF EMMA ECKSTEIN 

I have suggested that Emma Eckstein was the patient who 
provided Freud with the seduction theory, and my reasons 
for suggesting this will become apparent in what follows. 
But is there any documentary evidence that Emma Eckstein 
had herself been abused as a child? In “The Aetiology of 
Hysteria,” written in 1896 while Emma was still a patient, 
Freud wrote (S.E., 3, p. 199): 

If you submit my assertion that the aetiology of hysteria lies 
in the sexual life to the strictest examination, you will find 
that it is supported by the fact that in some eighteen cases 
of hysteria I have been able to discover this connection in 
every single symptom, and, where the circumstances allowed, 
to confirm it by therapeutic success. . . . These eighteen cases 
are at the same time all the cases on which I have been able to 
carry out the work of analysis.... 

Freud certainly considered Emma a hysteric (cf. Schur’s 
book, p. 80), and it is apparent, therefore, that Freud be¬ 
lieved Emma Eckstein had been seduced as a child. 

Additional information on this point lies in Freud’s “Proj- 
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ect for a Scientific Psychology,” which he wrote in the autumn j 

of 1895 (S.E., I, pp. 283—387). Section 4 of the “Project” ! 

(S.E., I, pp. 352-356) is an attempt to explain the origins 
of an apparently indecipherable symptom in a patient who i 
is called Emma. Strachey, in his note to p. 353, writes; 
“Freud seems not to have mentioned this case elsewhere.” 

This is because all references to this patient were omitted 
in the published version of Freud’s letters to Fliess, and thus ,! 

Strachey was not aware of them. (In the “Project,” written i[ 

for Fliess, Freud did not of course disguise the names of his 
patients.) The patient is, in fact, Emma Eckstein. Freud ' 
begins (Strachey’s translation): 

Emma is subject at the present time to a compulsion of not being able 
to go into shops alone. As a reason for this, [she produced] a memory 
from the time when she was twelve years old (shortly after puberty). 

She went into a shop to buy something, saw the two shop-assistants | 
(one of whom she can remember) laughing together, and ran away in j i 

some kind of affect of fright. In connection with this, she was led to 
recall that the two of them were laughing at her clothes and that one of 
them had pleased her sexually. [Strachey’s translation is incorrect 
here. The German reads: dazu lassen sich Gedanken erwecken; ■ 
which means “this leads one to surmise” and not “she was led to 
recall.” The point is that the patient did not remember, Freud sur¬ 
mised.] . . . Further investigation now revealed a second memory, 
which she denies having had in mind at the moment of Scene I. ... i 

On two occasions when she was a child of eight she had gone into a I 

small shop to buy some sweets, and the shopkeeper had grabbed at 
her genitals through her clothes. [Strachey has altered something 
here: Freud does not say “the shopkeeper,” he says “derEdle," “the 
high-minded man,” that is, Freud is expressing with sarcasm his con¬ 
tempt for the act of the shopkeeper, no doubt in sympathy with Emma 
Eckstein herself.] In spite of the first experience she had gone there a 
second time; after the second time she stopped away [stayed 
away]. She now reproached herself for having gone there the ■ 
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second time, as though she had wanted in that way to pro¬ 
voke the assault. In fact a state of “oppressive bad conscience” 
is to be traced back to this experience. 

At the end of the section (p. 356) Freud concludes by 
saying: 

Here we have the case of a memory arousing an affect which 
it did not arouse as an experience, because in the meantime 
the change [brought about] in puberty had made possible a 
different understanding of what was remembered. Now this 
case is typical of repression in hysteria. We invariably find 
that a memory is repressed which has only become a trauma 
by deferred action.^^ The cause of this state of things is the 
retardation of puberty as compared with the rest of the indi¬ 
vidual’s development. 

Freud has thus used the case of Emma Eckstein to explain 
repression. We do not know what Freud considered to be the 
root of Emma’s problems. His theoretical position, often 
expressed, was that hysterical symptoms in latency (after 
the age of eight) or in adolescence almost invariably repre¬ 
sent the effects of a much earlier sexual assault. No doubt 
he had reason to believe that Emma Eckstein had been abused 
in early childhood as well.®^ 

Freud was at that time convinced that Emma Eckstein’s 
memories were real. The word “scene” [Szene\ as Freud uses 
it in this passage from the “Project” is beyond any question a 
reference to something that actually took place.®® It was not 
until later that Freud would view such “scenes” as fantasies. 
This passage from the “Project” shows that in the aftermath 
of Emma Eckstein’s operation, Freud was concerned with 
actual early events and traumas and their effects on the later 
emotional life of the victim. 
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THE FATHER AS SEDUCER 

Freud’s new tfaeocy was first cade pcbHc in tbe Preach 
jocmal Revue neuroiogzque oo Niarch 30, 1896. His article 
was entitled ‘"L'Heredite et I'etioiogie des tse^'roses’’** and 
begins with these words: 

I am addressing in particular the discipks o€ J.-M. Charcot, 
in order to pet forward seme objectiocs to tiw etiokiekal the¬ 
ory of the necroses which was handed 00 to os by oar te*d!er. 

This paper cootains the first pcbHshed mendoii oi the words 
“psychoanalysis” and "‘psychooeorosis.” Freod reports carry- 
ing out “a complete psychoanalysis in thirteen cases of hys¬ 
teria” ( 5 .£^ 3, p. 152). “In none of these cases.* Freod 
reports, “w-as an event of the kind defined above [sedu-ctioQ 
in childhood] missing. It was represented either by a brutal 
assault committed by an adult or by a seductkxi less rapid 
and less repulsive, but reaching the same coocluaoo.” The 
word Freud uses, writing in French, to describe these assauls 
is atterJat: “11 etait represente ou per un ertenta: brutal 
commis per une personne adulte ou per une seductior. meins 
rapide.”’ Freud returns, as it were, to his Paris davs, in order 
to address his late teacher Charcot and remind him of atten¬ 
tats aux moeurs. It is as if he were asidns: How could vou 
have left this out in your teaching and in your theories? (For 
Charcot had been a great defender of la femlUe inevro- 
pethique. the constitutionally tainted family, and of the 
uniqtue importance of heredity in the edok*^' of neuroses.) 

Xor does Freud forget Fournier and the literanire 00 
children who Ee: 

How- is it possible to remain coG^inced of the reaKty of dstse 
analvnc cocfsssiocs whicii claim to be memoT*:es preserved 
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from the earliest childhood, and how is one to arm oneself 
against the tendency to lies and the facility of invention which 
are attributed to hysterical subjects? 

The answer that Freud provides is as true today as it was 
then—namely, that the feelings evoked by such memories 
could not be the product of invention. Long-lost affects, 
which belonged to the original event and have been locked 
away for years, surface: 

The fact is that these patients never repeat these stories spon¬ 
taneously, nor do they ever in the course of a treatment sud¬ 
denly present the physician with the complete recollection 
of a scene of this kind. One only succeeds in awakening the 
psychical trace of a precocious sexual event under the most 
energetic pressure of the analytic procedure, and against an 
enormous resistance. Moreover, the memory must be ex¬ 
tracted from them piece by piece, and while it is being awak¬ 
ened in their consciousness they become the prey to an emotion 
which it would be hard to counterfeit. 

As we have seen, Freud repeats this same idea in “The 
Aetiology of Hysteria” in a passage quoted at the beginning 
of this book. Freud ends this paper by saying: 

I am convinced that nervous heredity by itself is unable to 
produce psychoneuroses if their specific aetiology, precocious 
sexual excitation, is missing (p. 156). 

Freud submitted an even stronger paper to the Neuro- 
logisches Zentralblatt, “Weitere Bemerkungen fiber die 
Abwehmeuropsychosen” (Further Remarks on the Neuro¬ 
psychoses of Defence),®^ on the same day; it was not pub¬ 
lished, however, until May 15, 1896. In this paper, Freud 
is, for the first time, skeptical about the effect of masturba¬ 
tion (which Fliess, along with many other authors, regarded 
as one source of hysteria). 
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Active masturbation must be excluded from my list of the 
sexual noxae in early childhood which are pathogenic for hys¬ 
teria. Although it is found so very often side by side with 
hysteria, this is due to the circumstance that masturbation j 
itself is a much more frequent consequence of abuse or seduc¬ 
tion than is supposed (p. 165), 

He notes that it is more common for girls to have been ■ 
victims of sexual seductions, but Strachey’s translation is : 
misleading: 

Furthermore, a path is laid open to an understanding of why 1 
hysteria is far and away more frequent in members of the 
female sex; for even in childhood they are more liable to 
provoke sexual attacks. | 

This implies that the girls are the ones who provoke the 
attacks, when in fact what Freud actually wrote (. . . zu 
sexuellen Angriffen reizt) was that it is the female sex which I 
“stimulates [men] to sexual attacks.” Strachey’s version was 
to become the standard view, but it was not yet Freud’s. 

In this paper, as in the French paper and the “Project,” 
Freud uses the word “scene” to mean a real event. In one 
case, he explains a night ceremonial of an eleven-year-old 
as an unconscious memory of a seduction—^performed, not 
to repeat the seduction, but to prevent it (pp. 172-173 n.). 
Freud says the seductress was a servant girl. But Strachey 
comments (in a footnote to a passage in this paper, p. 164): 

It may be remarked that in this published paper Freud does 
not mention the fact that with female patients the apparent 
seducer was so often their father. 

At some time during 1895 or 1896, Freud had become con¬ 
vinced that the person most often guilty of the sexual abuse 
of young children (primarily girls) was the father, (In the 
published letter of September 21, 1897, to Fliess, Freud 
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writes: “Then the surprise that, in all cases, the father 
[emphasis in original], not excluding my own, had to be 
accused of being perverse.”) But Freud did not say this 
publicly. The taboo against speaking about this seems to 
have been handed down through the generations of analysts 
since Freud. Thus, the editors of The Origins of Psycho¬ 
analysis, Ernst Kris and Anna Freud, omitted from the letters 
written after September 21, 1897 (the date Freud supposedly 
gave up the seduction hypothesis) as well as earlier letters, 
those case histories in which a father seduced a child, thereby 
depriving posterity of the opportunity to judge or even become 
aware of the evidence Freud was finding in his clinical 
practice for his belief in the reality of early sexual traumas. 
The reason, presumably, for these omissions is that once Freud 
had given up this notion as a mistake, it would simply confuse 
future generations of analysts (and patients) to be given infor¬ 
mation dating to a time when Freud had not yet understood the 
all-powerful nature of fantasy. An important document in this 
respect is the following case history (from a letter of 
December 6, 1896) which was omitted from the published 
version: 


A fragment from my daily experience: One of my patients, 
in whose history her highly perverse father plays the principal 
role, has a younger brother who is looked upon as a common 
scoundrel. One day the latter appeared in my office to de¬ 
clare, with tears in his eyes, that he was not a scoundrel but 
was ill, with abnormal impulses and inhibitions. By the way, 
he also complains, entirely as an aside, about what surely are 
nasal headaches. I direct him to his sister and brother-in-law, 
whom he indeed visits. That evening the sister calls me because 
she is in an agitated state. Next day I learn that after her 
brother had left, she had an attack of the most dreadful head¬ 
aches—^which she otherwise never suffers from. Reason: the 
brother told her that when he was twelve years old, his sex- 
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ual activity consisted in kissing (licking) the feet of his sisters 
when they were undressing at night. In association, she recov- 1 
ered from the unconscious the memory of a scene in which 
(at the age of four) she watched her papa, in the throes of , 

sexual excitement, licking the feet of a wet nurse. In this way < 

she surmised that the son’s sexual preferences stemmed from 
the father; that the latter also was the seducer of the former. 
Now she allowed herself to identify herself with him and 
assume his headaches. She could do this, by the way, because i 

during the same scene the raving father hit the child (hidden I 

under the bed) on the head with his boot. 

The brother abhors all perversity, while he suffers from ■ 
compulsive impulses. That is to say, he has repressed certain I 
impulses which are replaced by others with compulsions. This ' 
is, in general, the secret of compulsive impulses. If he could 
be perverse, he would be healthy, like the father. 

Even if he did not go so far as to publicly announce that the ' 
father was the guilty party, by 1896 Freud was willing to 
take a stand on the reality of seduction, as we have seen 
from his published writings during this period. 


THE THEORY OF PERIODICITY 

But during this same time, Fliess was moving in quite a dif¬ 
ferent direction. It is important to examine some of his ideas | 

from this period to learn how they contributed to Freud’s i 

final change of heart. For I believe that Fliess’s views on the | 

origin of neurosis were to affect Freud profoundly, causing 1 

him to adopt a totally new and skeptical attitude toward | 

Emma Eckstein and her memories, and beyond that, to the 1 

majority of all his female patients from 1897 on. j 

Throughout their early relationship, Freud was convinced j 
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that he and Fliess shared a common interest in the effects 
of childhood sexuality and that they viewed masturbation 
differently than did their colleagues. This is true, but in fact 
their views were diametrically opposed to one another and 
incompatible, though this was not clear to Freud. 

In his 1897 book. Die Beziehungen zwischen Nose und 
weiblichen Geschlechtsorganen, Fliess presents the case of 
three-year-old Fritz L.: 

For one year the observant stepmother noticed that the little 
boy has very obvious feelings of shame, and is moreover quite 
clearly interested in the naked female body, touches it, etc. 
Since then he has pavor nocturnus [night terrors] and anxiety 
in the evening . , . that is almost always preceded by singultus 
[hiccups] one or two days earlier, along with erections (p. 192 ). 

How does Fliess explain these observations? He says the 
first attack of singultus came on October 11, the second on 
February 26, and the third on May 28—138 days apart, 
that is, 6 times 23, the “male period.” “Female periods” of 
28 days are also carefully observed in the little boy. A few 
pages later on (p. 199), Fliess mentions Freud’s “The Aeti¬ 
ology of Hysteria”: 

Here too I would like to refer to Freud’s works, which are 
pathbreaking and which provide us with new and totally unsus¬ 
pected insights into sexual relations and the effects of these 
on the nervous system. 

But while he is apparently acknowledging Freud’s work, he 
negates his praise by announcing elsewhere in his book that 
these manifestations of infantile sexuality are entirely spon¬ 
taneous and proceed from biologically determined periods. 
A person’s sexual life, according to Fliess, consists in innate, 
inborn, constitutional givens that differ from individual to 
individual but are of no psychological significance and can- 
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not, by the very nature of his theories, be treated by psycho¬ 
logical methods. 

While a certain amount has been written about Fliess’s * 

views recently,’* the passages quoted below have not been I 

noted. Examining them will help us understand Freud’s posi- j 

tion. For example, as we shall see, Fliess told Freud that i 

Emma Eckstein’s hemorrhages were determined by critical ‘i 

dates in her biological life, in accordance with his new theory ' 

of “periodicity.” The height of his friendship with Freud ! 

(1896 and 1897) coincides with the time during which 
Fliess developed his theories about the influence of critical ] 
dates in the life of the individual. 

In the letters that Freud wrote to Fliess in 1896, omitted I 
from the published letters, periodicity comes to play a greater 
and greater role. Freud is continually searching his own past 
to find what Fliess called ‘Termme,” critical dates. These 
dates, according to Fliess, are always tied to 28 (the “fe- | 

male period”) and 23 (the “male period”) and numbers that 
are in some way related to 28 and 23 (e.g., 5, the difference 
between the two numbers). Fliess believed that all events 
in a person’s life are determined by these critical dates. Along 
with this went a curious diagnostic megalomania. Fliess 
thought that his theories gave him special powers that al¬ 
lowed him to predict a person’s death: 

I have many times observed that the mother’s last breath is 
taken at the exact same time as her daughter’s monthly period 
sets in, even when the latter had no idea of the [impending] 
death. And, conversely, in cases of chronic disease which 
approached the final stage, I have been able to predict the 
dying day by tying it to such a day [menstruation]. “The 
mother will die on the day her daughter has her period.” And 
then she died.®® 

In a letter of December 4, 1896, Freud had written to 
Fliess: “My psychology of hysteria will be preceded by the 


I, 







Freud, FUess, and Emma Eckstein 


97 


proud words; Introite et hie dii sunt [Enter, for here, too, 
are gods].”^® Fliess later adopted this quotation for his own 
purposes when, in his 1919 book, Vom Leben und vom Tod 
(Of Life and Death) he speaks of a 

glimpse into that magnificent, simple order which ties death 
to life. It is the same order through whose rule the ages of 
entire generations to the very day are determined and which 
makes the birth of grandchildren dependent on the day of the 
death of a grandmother. To understand this order in detail, 
to trace its inescapable lawfulness, to recognize our depen¬ 
dence on its determination, will be the future task of research 
on life. Enter, here are gods (p. 59). 

Freud used the Latin quotation to mean that although 
hysteria had not hitherto been considered worthy of a seri¬ 
ous physician’s interest, he was now proclaiming it so. Fliess 
knew that most medical specialists would regard as mere 
grandiosity his belief that he discovered, like Freud, a fun¬ 
damental “secret of nature.” As long as neither Freud nor 
Fliess was aware of the full implications of the other’s re¬ 
search, they could share mottos and believe that they were 
both in the midst of discoveries that would shatter the ordi¬ 
nary boundaries of science. But in fact Fliess’s views on 
periodicity deprived Freud’s discoveries of any validity, and 
made all psychological efforts irrelevant. By the end of his 
life, Freud became aware of this fact. 

On November 24, 1937, when Marie Bonaparte visited 
Vienna to show Freud the letters from him to Fliess which 
she had purchased, she discussed Fliess with him. She writes: 

If he held so tenaciously to the theory of periods which de¬ 
termine people’s death, if he imagined it, it must be, Freud 
believes, because of his remorse over the death of his younger 
sister. She died of pneumonia as Fliess was finishing his medi¬ 
cal studies. He reproached himself for possibly having cared 
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for her badly, or that she had been badly [cared for by others]. 
So if one died from a death [the date of which was] deter¬ 
mined in advance, he could feel absolved.^- 

Indeed, Fliess says as much: 

On the afternoon of March 24, 1899, my wife’s sister, Mela¬ 
nie R., began to have labor pains, and six hours later her 
daughter Margaret was bom. On the same afternoon my wife’s 
period began, and, as we later learned, it was to be her last 
period [before becoming pregnant]. So one sister had con¬ 
tinued the pregnant state of the other. This is more than a 
simple pattern. Behind it lies a hidden law of nature deter¬ 
mining relationships. For if one continues 280 days from 
March 24, that is, 10 times 28, one comes to December 29, 
the very same date on which, 4 years earlier, my eldest son 
came into the world (December 29, 1895). And 20 years 
earlier, on December 29, 1879, my only sister became sud¬ 
denly deathly ill with chills and died thirty hours later.*® 

Hidden behind this supposed mathematical objectivity lies 
a peculiar grandiosity, since Fliess considered himself to be 
the only person to have understood these great laws of nature. 
It is not surprising, then, that Freud would have been under 
considerable pressure either to recognize the same laws or 
to begin to distance himself from Fliess. 

A case history from Fliess’s 1897 book (Beziehungen, p. 
191) alerts us to the explanations that he offered his patients. 
Mrs. N. was fifty-three years old. She had her last period on 
March i, 1892, when she was forty-nine. On March 12, 
1896, Fliess probed what was left of her left middle nasal 
concha, which had been removed earlier (most likely by 
Fliess himself). As he was carrying out this examination, 
she developed massive bleeding, which could only be stopped 
by a very tight packing. At the same time, tears mixed with 
blood came pouring out of her right eye. On the night of 
the 13th she had a bloody discharge from her vagina. Fliess 
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“explained” to her right away that the bleeding was vicarious 
{Die Blutung wurde sofort als vicariirende angesprochen). 
Proof: between March i, 1892, and March 12, 1896, 1,472 
days had elapsed, that is, 64 times 23, her male period. 

Just as was to happen in the case of Emma Eckstein (see 
p. 100), Fliess’s immediate response to the hemorrhage was 
to seek an explanation in terms of 28 and 23 rather than 
in terms of what he had done to the patient. While Freud 
could not go along with this in Emma’s case without aban¬ 
doning his scientific view, he, like Fliess (and no doubt for 
the benefit of Fliess), turned his investigation away from the 
operation, that is, away from an external source, and sought 
the cause of the bleeding in Emma Eckstein herself. To 
Emma Eckstein it would have been little comfort that Freud’s 
was the more sophisticated procedure. The truth is that the 
source of her bleeding was to be found neither in series 
of 23-day and 28-day cycles nor in hysterical longing, but 
in an unnecessary operation which was performed because 
of a folie d deux on the part of two misguided doctors. 

Freud had the option to recognize this, confess it to Emma 
Eckstein, confront Fliess with the truth, and face the con¬ 
sequences. Or he could protect Fliess by excusing what had 
happened. But in order to do this, to efface the external 
trauma of the operation, it would prove necessary to con¬ 
struct a theory of hysterical lying, a theory whereby the 
external traumas suffered by the patient never happened, but 
are fantasies. If Emma Eckstein’s problems (her bleeding) 
had nothing to do with the real world (Fliess’s operation), 
then her earlier accounts of seduction could well be fan¬ 
tasies too. The consequences of Freud’s act of loyalty toward 
Fliess would reach far beyond this single case. 

In the middle of 1896, Freud was faced, just as he was 
in Paris, with conflicting points of view, this time directly 
in his own clinical experience, and not just in the literature. 
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On the one hand, his patients told him their memories of 
traumas from their childhood; these he had no reason to 
disbelieve. Recognizing the psychological significance of 
events which he had already become familiar with in Paris, 
he published a series of fine clinical and theoretical essays 
embodying his new findings. On the other hand, one of the 
patients who were presenting him with evidence in this area 
had been severely injured by an operation that Freud had 
recommended and which was carried out by his closest per¬ 
sonal friend and scientific colleague. The tension between 
these two sets of events, which on the surface did not seem 
irreconcilable, was bound to reach a breaking point. Freud 
would be forced to make a choice. 

On April i6, 1896 (in a letter omitted from The Origins 
of Psychoanalysis but reproduced by Schur, as were the fol¬ 
lowing two letters), Freud told Fliess that he had found 

a completely surprising explanation of Eckstein’s hemor¬ 
rhages—which will give you much pleasure. I have already 
figured out the story, but I shall wait before communicating 
it until the patient herself has caught up. 

On April 26, Freud wrote again: 

First of all, Eckstein. I shall be able to prove to you that you 
were right, that her episodes of bleeding were hysterical, were 
occasioned by longing, and probably occurred at the sexually 
relevant times (the woman, out of resistance, has not yet sup¬ 
plied me with the dates). 

It is clear from this passage that Fliess had told Freud that 
Emma Eckstein’s bleeding after the operation had nothing 
to do with the gauze he left in her wound, but was hysterical, 
i.e., caused by her fantasies, and not by his inept medical 
care. The word Freud uses for “sexually relevant times” is 
Sexualtermin, Fliess’s notion that sexual events are tied to 
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special dates. The dates of the bleeding are what seem to 
have most interested Fliess. 

On May 4, Freud provides the explanation: 

As for Eckstein—I am taking notes on her history so that I 
can send it to you—so far I know only that she bled out of 
longing. She has always been a bleeder, when cutting herself 
and in similar circumstances; as a child she suffered from 
severe nosebleeds; during the years when she was not yet 
menstruating, she had headaches which were interpreted to 
her as malingering and which in truth had been generated 
by suggestion; for this reason she joyously welcomed her 
severe menstrual bleeding as proof that her illness was genu¬ 
ine, a proof that was also recognized as such by others. She 
described a scene, from the age of 15, when she suddenly 
began to bleed from the nose when she had the wish to be 
treated by a certain young doctor who was present (and who 
also appeared in the dream). When she saw how affected I 
was by her first hemorrhage while she was in the hands of 
Rosanes, she experienced this as the realization of an old 
wish to be loved in her illness, and in spite of the danger 
during the succeeding hours she felt happy as never before. 
Then, in the sanitarium, she became restless during the night 
because of an unconscious wish to entice me to go there, and 
since I did not come during the night, she renewed the bleed¬ 
ings, as an unfailing means of rearousing my affection. She 
bled spontaneously three times, and each bleeding lasted for 
four days, which must have some significance. She still owes 
me details and specific dates. 

Freud is eager to be able to supply Fliess with the dates that 
would finally absolve him of any responsibility for Emma 
Eckstein’s bleeding. There is an important shift in Freud’s 
use of the word “scene.” It has begun to take on connota¬ 
tions of fantasy; it is connected with “wish fulfillment,” not 
just with real events. The shift will soon be completed. 
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The next letter (unpublished) about Emma Eckstein ap¬ 
pears not to have been noticed by Schur. Freud writes to 
Fliess on June 4,1896: 

Eckstein’s significant dates unfortunately cannot be obtained 
because they were not recorded at the sanitarium. Her story 
is becoming even clearer; there is no doubt that her hemor¬ 
rhages were due to wishes; she has had several similar in¬ 
cidents, among them actual [direkte\ simulations, in her 
childhood. Incidentally, she is doing exceedingly well. 

Freud is attempting to rationalize the aftermath of the op¬ 
eration, in which Emma Eckstein nearly bled to death. The 
operation itself has receded far into the background; it was 
only a minor incident; The true cause of Emma Eckstein’s 
hemorrhaging was not the gauze that was left in her nose, 
but a wish to have Freud by her side. Evidence for this is 
that she suffered from nosebleeds in childhood. How Emma 
Eckstein could have “simulated” a massive hemorrhage is 
difficult to understand. 

Fliess seems to have written to Freud telling him that he 
suspected Emma’s hemorrhages did not stem from a physical 
cause, but were “psychosomatic.” By attempting to obtain 
Emma’s “significant dates,” Freud is tacitly accepting Fliess’s 
supposition. The theory of hysterical bleeding could more 
easily be accommodated to Fliess’s theories than could the 
recognition of the true source of Emma’s bleeding. Fliess be¬ 
lieved that Emma’s abdominal and menstrual symptoms were 
related to the genital spots in the nose. Removing those spots 
would remove the symptoms. Yet if the operation had really 
been needed, as Fliess thought, then surely Emma Eckstein 
should now be cured, and there would be no need for Freud 
to see her again, or any other patient for that matter, since 
all their symptoms could be relieved by nasal treatment. 
Could Freud believe that he was seeing Emma Eckstein now 
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merely to treat her for her hysterical reaction to the opera¬ 
tion? Perhaps. But Fliess had not decided to operate on 
Emma Eckstein because of hysterical bleeding. The bleed¬ 
ing, even by Freud’s account, was a product of the operation, 
not its causal antecedent. Yet there is no word, here, about 
the operation itself. It seems to have been completely for¬ 
gotten, “wished away,” to use one of Freud’s own terms. 


THE WITCH MUST DIE 


. . . these poor women were forced by 
bitter torture to confess what they 
never did; innocent blood was spilled 
through hard-hearted butchery; and 
through a new alchemy, human blood 
was transformed into gold and silver. 

—CORNELIUS LOOS (1546-I595) 

Once torture has begun the game is 
won. The witch must confess, the witch 
must die. And whether she confesses 
or not, it amounts to the same thing, 
for once a woman has been brought into 
the prison, she is guilty, whether she 
has been brought there rightly or 
wrongly. 

—FRIEDRICH SPEE (159I-I635) 

On January 17, 1897, Freud wrote to Fliess and, in a pas¬ 
sage omitted from the published letters but included by 
Schur, mentioned Emma Eckstein; “Emma has a scene 
where the Diabolus sticks pins into her finger and puts a piece 
of candy on each drop of blood.” When Freud had used the 
word “scene” in his 1896 papers, he was referring to a real 
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event. But now his usage has changed. Max Schur writes 
about this passage: 

The use of the word “scene” here ... is very significant. We 
know from Freud’s correspondence with Fliess that he still 
believed in the “seduction etiology” of hysteria. However, 
in the published portion of this letter and the preceding one 
he clearly describes what he later called fantasies. This holds 
true for Emma’s “scenes.” It would therefore seem that Emma 
was one of the first patients who offered Freud a clue to the 
crucial realization that what his patient had described to him 
as actual seduction episodes were fantasies. As we know, this 
realization opened the way to the discovery of early infantile 
sexuality and its manifestations in infancy.'*^ 

The letter in which this passage occurs is the first letter 
that Freud wrote to Fliess on the subject of witchcraft. There 
he states: 

What would you say, by the way, if I told you that my brand- 
new theory of the early etiology of hysteria was already well 
known and had been published a hundred times over, though 
several centuries ago? . . . But why did the devil who took 
possession of the poor things invariably abuse them sexually 
and in a loathsome manner? Why are their confessions under 
torture so like the communications made by my patients in 
psychological treatment? 

The answer to this question is important. Freud does not 
provide it. For it very much matters whether one says that 
the reason the devil invariably abuses the witch sexually is 
that this is a fantasy on the part of the witch, originating 
in a childhood wish to be possessed by the father, or whether 
one says that this is a distorted memory of a real and tragic 
event that is so painful it can only be recalled via this sub¬ 
terfuge. Schur is right: the hint that Freud throws out in this 
letter is that the witches invented the seductions out of long- 
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ing. Similarly, Emma Eckstein associates blood with the 
devil and (sexual) pleasure. Freud continues his letter to 
Fliess with an astonishing sentence: “As far as the blood is 
concerned, you are completely without blame!” 

A week later, on January 24, 1897, Freud again wrote to 
Fliess (a passage published by Schur) about witches, blood, 
and sexuality in a passage about Emma. 

Imagine, I obtained a scene about the circumcision of a girl. 
The cutting of a piece of the labia minora (which is still 
shorter today),'‘® sucking up the blood, following which the 
child was given a piece of the skin to eat. 

Again, by “scene” Freud means a fantasy, thereby providing 
Fliess with evidence that Emma was a hysteric who invented 
traumas. The point of insisting on this is to demonstrate to 
Fliess that his conduct of the operation was completely 
blameless: Emma hemorrhaged because she was filled with 
fantasies. Freud continues: 

An operation once performed by you was affected by a hemo¬ 
philia which originated in this way. 

In other words: Emma would have hemorrhaged no matter 
what was done to her. Fliess was not to blame. Freud went 
even further, for his mind was taken up with the question of 
the fantasy nature of sexual seductions: 

I dream, therefore, of a primeval devil religion whose rites 
are carried on secretly, and I understand the harsh therapy 
of the witches’ judges [emphasis added]. 

Freud is implying here that the Sabbats were real events (part 
of a ritualized religion in which sexual perversions were 
acted out). He seems to be saying: The torture and the 
murder of the witch are understandable, for the judges were 
attempting to curtail a heinous cult. 

Unpleasant chains of associations are set off: if Fliess is 
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the judge, and Emma is the witch, then Freud, as observer, 
suddenly understands why Fliess had to be so harsh in his 
punishment of her—she was, during the operation, secretly 
enacting her own ritual, using Fliess’s operation as a kind 
of somatic compliance—she bled, not in response to Fliess, 
but in response to her own private, internal theater of fan¬ 
tasy. So, if she nearly bled to death, it was not because of 
Fliess but because of her own perverse imagination. 









Freud’s Renunciation 


of the Theory of Seduction 


LETTERS TO FLIESS 

F rom 1894 through 1897, no subjects so preoccupied 
Freud as the reality of seduction and the fate of Emma 
Eckstein, The two topics seemed bound together. It is, in 
my opinion, no coincidence that once Freud had determined 
that Emma Eckstein’s hemorrhages were hysterical, the result 
of sexual fantasies, he was free to abandon the seduction 
hypothesis. Freud’s preoccupation with seduction seemingly 
came to an abrupt end on September 21, 1897, upon the 
writing of a remarkable letter to Fliess. Ernest Jones’s ac¬ 
count of this letter (i, p. 292) is dramatic: 

Up to the spring of 1897 Freud still held firmly to his con¬ 
viction of the reality of childhood traumas, so strong was 
Charcot’s teaching on traumatic experiences and so surely did 
the analysis of the patient’s associations reproduce them. At 
that time doubts began to creep in although he made no 
mention of them in the records of his progress that he was 
regularly sending to his friend Fliess. Then quite suddenly, 
he decided to confide to him “the great secret of something 
that in the past few months has gradually dawned on me.’’ It 
was the awful truth that most—not all—of the seductions in 
childhood which his patients had revealed, and about which 
he had built his whole theory of hysteria, had never occurred. 
The letter of September 21, 1897, in which he made this 
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announcement to Fliess is perhaps the most valuable of that 
valuable series which was so fortunately preserved.^ 

No other letter that Freud wrote has called forth such a re¬ 
sponse. Hardly any major historian of psychoanalysis has 
failed to comment on it in detail.^ Because of the critical 
place it occupies in the history of Freud’s thinking, this letter 
deserves to be quoted at length: 

Dear Wilhelm: 

Here I am again, arrived yesterday morning, refreshed, 
cheerful, impoverished, at present without work, and, having 
settled in again, I am writing to you first. 

And now I want to confide in you immediately the great 
secret of something that in the past few months has gradually 
dawned on me. I no longer believe in my neurotica [theory 
of the neuroses]. This is probably not intelligible without an 
explanation; after all, you yourself found what I was able to 
tell you credible. So I will begin historically [and tell you] 
from where the reasons for disbelief came. The continual dis¬ 
appointment in my efforts to bring any analysis® to a real con¬ 
clusion; the running away of people who for a period of time 
had been most gripped [by analysis]; the absence of the com¬ 
plete successes on which I had counted; the possibility of 
explaining to myself the partial successes in other ways, in 
the usual fashion—this was the first group. Then the surprise 
that in all cases, the father, not excluding my own, had to be 
accused of being perverse—the realization of the unexpected 
frequency of hysteria, with precisely the same conditions 
prevailing in each, whereas surely such widespread perversions 
against children are not very probable. (The [incidence] of 
perversion would have to be immeasurably more frequent than 
the [resulting] hysteria because the illness, after all, occurs 
only where there has been an accumulation of events and 
there is a contributory factor that weakens the defense.) Then, 
third, the certain insight that there are no indications of reality 
in the unconscious, so that one cannot distinguish between 
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truth and fiction that has been cathected with affect. (Ac¬ 
cordingly, there would remain the solution that the sexual 
fantasy invariably seizes upon the theme of the parents.) 
Fourth, the consideration that in the most deep-reaching psy¬ 
chosis the unconscious memory does not break through, so 
that the secret of the childhood experiences is not disclosed 
even in the most confused delirium. If one thus sees that the 
unconscious never overcomes the resistance of the conscious, 
the expectation that in treatment the opposite is bound to 
happen to the point where the unconscious is completely 
tamed by the conscious also diminishes. 

I was so far influenced [by this] that I was ready to give 
up two things: the complete resolution of a neurosis and the 
certain knowledge of its etiology in childhood. Now I have 
no idea of where I stand because I have not succeeded in 
gaining a theoretical understanding of repression and its inter¬ 
play of forces. It seems once again arguable that only later 
experiences give the impetus to fantasies, which [then] hark 
back to childhood, and with this, the factor of a hereditary 
disposition regains a sphere of influence from which I had 
made it my task to dislodge it—in the interest of illuminating 
neurosis. 

If I were depressed, confused, exhausted, such doubts would 
surely have to be interpreted as signs of weakness. Since I am 
in an opposite state, I must recognize them as the result of 
honest and vigorous intellectual work and must be proud that 
after going so deep I am still capable of such criticism. Can 
it be that this doubt merely represents an episode in the ad¬ 
vance toward further insight? 

It is strange, too, that no feelings of shame appeared, fOr 
which, after all, there could well be occasion. Of course I 
shall not tell it in Dan, nor speak of it in Askelon, in the land 
of the Philistines, but in your eyes and my own, I have more 
the feeling of a victory than a defeat (which is surely not 
right). ... I vary Hamlet’s saying: “To be in readiness”: To 
be cheerful is everything! I could indeed feel quite discontent. 
The expectation of eternal fame was so beautiful, as was 
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that of certain wealth, complete independence, travels, and 
lifting the children above the severe worries which robbed me 
of my youth. Everything depended upon whether or not hys¬ 
teria would come out right. Now I can once again remain 
quiet and modest, go on worrying and saving. A little story 
from my collection occurs to me: “Rebecca, take off your 
gown, you are no longer a Kalle [bride].”* 

Despite the many commentaries this letter has received 
from psychoanalysts, it is still bristling with obscurities. The 
objections Freud raises in the letter to the reality of the sex¬ 
ual abuse of children sound like those raised earlier by his 
colleagues, critical of the theory from the beginning. Freud 
had answered those objections in the three 1896 papers on 
seduction referred to in the last chapter, the three papers in 
which Freud establishes his belief in the reality of childhood 
seduction, providing evidence and answers to possible ob¬ 
jections, the very objections that Freud raises in this letter. 
The letter symbolizes the beginning of an internal reconcilia¬ 
tion with his colleagues and with the whole of nineteenth- 
century psychiatry. It is as if Freud were standing before his 
colleagues at the Society for Psychiatry and saying: “You 
were right, after all—what I thought was true is nothing but 
a scientific fairy tale.” 

The idea that Freud made a decisive and permanent de¬ 
cision about seductions, that they were, by and large, unreal, 
the fantasies of hysterical women, has become standard in 
psychoanalytic thought.® Marie Bonaparte, when she bought 
Freud’s letters to Fliess, was the first to record this opinion. 
She kept a notebook about the letters, giving brief sum¬ 
maries of the contents of each. These summaries are remark¬ 
ably objective and accurate. With one exception, I did not 
find a single misrepresentation of Freud’s remarks in the 
letters. That single exception is her comment on the letter 
of September 21, 1897, which shows yet again how deeply 
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charged with emotion the topic is for all analysts. For Marie 
Bonaparte writes: “Freud a perci d jour le ‘mensonge’ des 
hysteriques. La seduction regulidre par le pere est un ‘fan- 
tasme.’“ (Freud dragged into the light the “lie” of hysterics. 
The frequent seduction by the father is a “fantasy.”) In fact, 
as we can see from reading the letter, Freud did not say 
that this was a lie, yet this is how it was to be understood 
by generations of psychoanalysts. 

For example, Ernst Kris, who, along with Anna Freud, 
made the selection of Freud’s letters to Fliess for publication, 
wrote in his introduction to the volume: 

In the spring of 1897, in spite of accumulating insight into 
the nature of infantile wish-phantasies, Freud could not make 
up his mind to take the decisive step demanded by his obser¬ 
vations and abandon the idea of the traumatic role of seduc¬ 
tion in favour of insight into the normal and necessary 
conditions of childish development and childish phantasy life. 
He reports his new impressions in his letters, but does not 
mention the conflict between them and the seduction hy¬ 
pothesis until one day, in his letter of September 21st, 1897 
(Letter 69), he describes how he realized his error (p. 29). 

In explanation of this important step, Kris writes in a note 
(p. 216): 

He had drawn near to the Oedipus complex, in which he rec¬ 
ognized the aggressive impulses of children directed against 
their parents, but had still remained faithful to his belief in 
the reality of the seduction scenes. It seems reasonable to 
assume that it was only the self-analysis of this summer that 
made possible rejection of the seduction hypothesis. 

Kris is correct: Freud had altered the direction of his think¬ 
ing. Earlier, he had recognized the aggressive acts of par¬ 
ents against their children—for seduction was an act of 
violence. Now Freud had a new insight, that children had 


Freud’s Renunciation of the Theory of Seduction 


”3 


aggressive impulses against their parents; cf. Origins, p. 207: 
“Hostile impulses against parents (a wish that they should 
die) are also an integral part of neuroses.” Indeed, why 
should children not wish for vengeance for a crime com¬ 
mitted against them? If the seductions had actually taken 
place, these “aggressive impulses” would have been healthy 
signs of protest. But once Freud had decided that these 
seductions had never occurred, that the parents had not done 
anything to their children in reality, then these “aggressive 
impulses” replaced seduction in Freud’s theories. An act was 
replaced by an impulse, a deed by a fantasy. This new 
“reality” came to be so important for Freud that the impulses 
of parents against their children were forgotten, never to 
surface again in his writings. It was not only the aggressive 
acts of a parent that were attributed to the fantasy life of a 
child; now aggressive impulses too belonged to the child, not 
the adult. 

In a letter in response to my view that Freud was wrong to 
abandon the seduction hypothesis, Anna Freud wrote to 
me (September 10,1981); 

Keeping up the seduction theory would mean to abandon the 

Oedipus complex, and with it the whole importance of phan¬ 
tasy life, conscious or unconscious phantasy. In fact, I think 

there would have been no psychoanalysis afterwards. 

This is the standard view—that if Freud had not given up 
his seduction theory, he would never have become aware of 
the power of internal fantasy, and would not have been able 
to go on to make the discoveries he did, including the Oedi¬ 
pus complex, leading to the creation of psychoanalysis as a 
science and a therapy. Of course, nobody can know what 
would have happened had Freud not abandoned the seduc¬ 
tion hypothesis. What we can know for certain, however, 
is that the view adopted by Anna Freud and almost all other 
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analysts is deeply engrained. In fact, supporting this view 
seems to have been so crucial to the maintenance of psycho¬ 
analytic theory that Anna Freud and Ernst Kris were willing 
to deprive Freud of his own doubts in the matter. In the 
“Editors’ Note” at the beginning of The Origins of Psycho¬ 
analysis, signed by Marie Bonaparte, Anna Freud, and 
Ernst Kris, the authors write: 

The selection was made on the principle of making public 
everything [though this word was not in the original German 
edition] relating to the writer’s [Freud’s] scientific work and 
scientific interests and everything bearing on the social and 
political conditions in which psycho-analysis originated; and 
of omitting or abbreviating everything publication of which 
would be inconsistent with professional or personal confidence. 

The truth is, however, that Freud had not been allowed his 
voice. Anna Freud and Ernst Kris were so convinced that 
they had understood what Freud meant that they expunged 
from the public record evidence to the contrary: for the un¬ 
edited letters provide evidence that Freud was not convinced 
that he had done the right thing. 

In an unpublished letter dated December 12, 1897, three 
months after he supposedly abandoned his theory, Freud 
writes: 

My confidence in the father-etiology has risen greatly. Eck¬ 
stein treated her patient deliberately in such a manner as not 
to give her the slightest hint of what will emerge from the 
unconscious, and in the process obtained, among other things, 
the identical scenes with the father. By the way, the young 
girl is doing beautifully. 

Although the wording is somewhat obscure, there can be 
no doubt about the meaning of this passage: Emma Eckstein 
is treating a woman in analysis. She is using Freud’s method, 
and has thereby come upon “identical scenes with the father,” 
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that is, the same “scenes” (here used in Freud’s old sense, 
to mean genuine memories) that Freud himself elicited from 
his patients, memories of being sexually assaulted by the 
father. 

Moreover, Freud says that Emma Eckstein treated the 
patient in such a manner that she carefully avoided any form 
of suggestion, precisely the error that Freud believed he 
himself had fallen into. Freud probably instructed Emma 
Eckstein to be certain that she not suggest scenes of seduc¬ 
tion to the patient, but wait to see what material emerged. 
What then emerged convinced Freud that he had been cor¬ 
rect to believe in the “father-etiology.” And by “father- 
etiology,” Freud must mean the source of neurosis that lies 
in actions on the part of the father, i.e., sexual attacks on the 
daughter. (Freud uses the term in this fashion elsewhere.®) 

This letter is, therefore, a postscript to the earlier letter 
of September 21, 1897. It is as though Freud were telling 
Fliess: I was too hasty, I believe I was right to think that 
seductions occur and can be remembered in analysis. More¬ 
over, I believe I was right to think that the source of illness 
can be traced to such events. And yet Ernst Kris and Anna 
Freud omitted this passage from the published letters. Ac¬ 
cording to the “official” history, Freud abandoned the seduc¬ 
tion hypothesis in September 1897. Here is a letter from 
December 1897 in which Freud states, unambiguously, that 
now he has changed his mind again. There is no doubt that 
Anna Freud and Ernst Kris’s view, that this was a mistaken 
pause along the road to truth, came ultimately to be shared 
by Freud himself. Freud did, eventually, renounce the se¬ 
duction hypothesis as wrong. But he should be allowed his 
own voice, his own doubts, his own slow pace. 

Furthermore, Freud did not reach this position of doubt¬ 
ing his wisdom in renouncing the seduction theory for no 
reason at all. He provides us with clinical evidence for his 
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hesitations. Yet this critical clinical evidence, too, was re¬ 
moved from the record. For example, later that month, on 
December 22, 1897, he sent Fliess a case history which 
allows us a rare glimpse into his clinical material on 
seduction: 

The following little scene which the patient claims to have 
observed as a three-year-old child speaks for the intrinsic 
genuineness of infantile trauma. She goes into a dark room 
where her mother is carrying on [ihre Zustdnde abmachtl] 
and eavesdrops. She has good reason to identify with that 
mother. The father belongs to the category of men who stab 
women, for whom bloody injuries are an erotic need. When 
she was two he brutally deflowered her and infected her with 
gonorrhea, so that her life was in danger as a result of the loss 
of blood and vaginitis. The mother now stands in the room 
and screams: “Rotten criminal, what do you want from me? 
I will have no part of that. Just whom do you think you have 
in front of you?” Then with one hand she tears off her clothes 
while with the other hand she presses them against her body, 
making a funny impression. Then, with her features distorted 
with rage, she stares at a spot in the room, covers her genitals 
with one hand and pushes something away with the other. 
Then she raises up both hands, claws at the air and bites the 
air. While screaming and cursing she bends over backwards, 
again covers her genitals with one hand, then falls forward so 
that her head almost touches the floor, finally falls over back¬ 
wards quietly to the floor. Afterwards, she wrings her hands, 
sits down in a comer with her features distorted with pain 
and weeps. 

Most notable to the child is the scene where the mother 
is standing bent forward. She sees that the toes are strongly 
pointed inward. When the girl is six to seven months old (!!) 
the mother is in bed almost bleeding to death as a result of 
an injury inflicted by the father. At the age of sixteen she 
again sees the mother bleeding from the uterus (carcinoma). 
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which brings about the beginning of her neurosis. The neu¬ 
rosis breaks out one year later when she hears of an operation 
for hemorrhoids. Can it be doubted that the father forces 
the wife into anal intercourse? Can one not recognize in the 
fit of the mother the separate phases of this assault, first the 
effort to get at her from the front, then the pressing down 
from behind and the penetration between her legs, which 
forces her to turn her feet inward? Finally, how does the pa¬ 
tient know that in fits one usually performs the part of both 
persons (je//-mutilation, je//-murder) as in this case where 
the woman tears off her clothes with one hand, like the as¬ 
sailant, and with the other holds on to them, as she did then? 

Have you ever seen a foreign newspaper which went through 
Russian censorship at the border? Words, entire phrases and 
sentences obliterated in black, so that the rest becomes un¬ 
intelligible. Such Russian censorship occurs in psychoses and 
produces the apparently meaningless deliria. 

A new motto: What have they done to you, poor child? 

But now, enough of my filthy stories. 

Freud is reporting to Fliess additional clinical evidence, 
from his own practice, that seductions occur, and, more¬ 
over, that these seductions are not minor sexually tinged 
acts (which they were later to be categorized as, e.g., bath¬ 
ing a child), but are frightening, violent, explosive scenes 
which can affect the victim’s entire later life. In addition, 
Freud hints here, with his comment about censorship, that 
such events cause gaps in memory, so that what is left ap¬ 
pears unintelligible, as the symptoms in a psychosis. The 
original scene is symbolized in the symptoms, which are 
nothing less than the signposts of memory, pointing back to 
the original reality. 

Freud seems to be moved by the suffering of his patient 
(either she or the mother was psychotic, or both), and he 
proposes to Fliess that from now on the motto of psycho¬ 
analysis should be: “What have they done to you, poor 
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child?” This is a line from a poem by Goethe, from his novel 
Wilhelm Meisters Lehrjahre (1795-1796), and is put in 
the mouth of the strange, androgynous character Mignon. 
She sings a song to Wilhelm Meister that begins: “Do you 
know the country where the lemon trees flower, and the 
golden oranges glow in the dark foliage . . The sympathy 
Freud shows for the suffering of this patient was not per¬ 
mitted to stand. This passage was omitted from the published 
letters, and Freud’s motto, along with it, was removed from 
the record. 


THE PUBLIC RENUNCIATION OF THE 
SEDUCTION THEORY 

The earliest published reference to Freud’s altered views on 
the origins of neurosis has gone unnoticed by historians. It 
is contained in a letter Freud wrote to the Munich psychia¬ 
trist Leopold Lowenfeld (1847-1923). Lowenfeld was a 
well-known psychiatrist and prolific writer on medical and 
neuropsychiatric topics. Freud refers to him several times 
in his published writings (e.g., S.E., 16, p. 245; S.E., 10, p. 
221) and in fact included two of his own papers—“Freud’s 
Psycho-Analytic Procedure” and “My Views on the Part 
Played by Sexuality in the Aetiology of Neuroses” (S.E., 7) 
—in books written by Lowenfeld. In 1904 Lowenfeld pub¬ 
lished Die psychischen Zwangserscheinungen (Psychic Ob¬ 
sessions)* with a preface dated 1903, which gives evidence 
of a lively correspondence between Freud and Lowenfeld 
during the years 1900-1903, the critical period for Freud’s 
change of heart about the seduction hypothesis. On p. 296 



Leopold Lowenfeld 





Freud’s Renunciation of the Theory of Seduction 


I 2 I 


of that work, Lowenfeld discusses Freud’s views on se¬ 
duction: 

I refrain at this point from discussing in any detail the com¬ 
plicated processes which, according to the author, supposedly 
take place between the initial infantile sexual factor and the 
onset of obsessional ideas, in view of the fact that Freud, ac¬ 
cording to communications made to me, changed his views 
on a number of points over the years, and it is not known to 
me at this moment to what extent he still holds to his views 
published in 1896 . , . [but] with respect to the modifications 
made to the above-mentioned views of the author [Freud] in 
the course of the years, I believe that I may mention here that 
he no longer attributes to infantile sexual experiences the same 
meaning with respect to compulsion neurosis as he did ear¬ 
lier. According to the current views of the author, the symp¬ 
toms of compulsion neurosis do not originate directly from 
real sexual experiences, but from fantasies which attach them¬ 
selves to these experiences. The latter accordingly form im¬ 
portant intermediary links between memories and pathological 
symptoms. "As a rule it is the experiences of puberty which 
have a harmful effect. In the process of repression these events 
are fantasied back into early childhood, following the path¬ 
ways of sexual impressions accidentally experienced during 
the illness or arising from the [sexual] constitution.’’ (Letter 
from the author.). . . . This modification does not change the basic 
tenets of the theory. 

There is a further quotation from Freud (p. 297 n.): 

At the present Freud summarizes the essence of his theory in 
the following two sentences: 

a) Psychic obsessions always originate in repression. 

b) Repressed impulses and ideas from which the resulting 
obsession arises stem quite generally from the sexual life. 

Since this is not a quotation from one of Freud’s early papers, 
I believe that it, too, is from a letter, and in fact summarizes 
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Freud’s position from the period of around 1902. In fact, 
it is the only word we have from Freud during this important 
period. 

These two previously unknown passages by Freud aid our 
understanding of Freud’s shift in direction. He has now pre¬ 
cisely reversed his earlier theory. In the 1896 papers, he 
postulated that the experiences of puberty were harmful 
because they repeated, or stirred up, unconscious memories 
of early traumatic events. The adolescent experiences were 
unconsciously repressed (or even consciously suppressed) 
because they were reminiscent of earlier, far more painful 
ones. But here he is saying that the early childhood traumas 
turn out to be fantasies which are conjured up as a defense 
against fully experiencing the events of adolescence. The 
psychological motives for repression have been removed, 
leaving the sexual constitution as the only explanation. The 
“neurotic” adolescent does not want to acknowledge her own 
sexual desires, and in order to cover them up, she “invents” 
sexual tales of seduction from her early childhood. She does 
this propelled by her sexual constitution, and not out of de¬ 
fense, i.e., in order to escape painful memories from her past. 
Sexual constitution was not a term that Freud employed in 
the 1896 papers. From now on it would come to dominate 
much of his thinking about women and sexuality. This be¬ 
comes apparent in one of his most famous books. Three 
Essays on the Theory of Sexuality.^ 

Three Essays can be thought of as the theoretical conclu¬ 
sion of the “insights” Freud had gained from treating Emma 
Eckstein and Dora,^® an extended rebuttal of his 1896 papers. 
What Freud now (p. 170) calls a “constitutional disposition” 
begins to play an increasing role in his theoretical thinking. 
He talks of the “excessive intensity of . . . the sexual instinct” 
(p. 170) and the “innate strength of the tendency to per¬ 
version” (p. 170). 
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Sexual assaults such as Freud described them in the 1896 
papers have been entirely relegated to the fantasy life of the 
child, or to the lies of hysterical women. The corresponding 
“truth” is now called an “excess of parental affection”: 

It is true that an excess of parental affection does harm by 
causing precocious sexual maturity and also because, by spoil¬ 
ing the child, it makes him incapable in later life of tem¬ 
porarily doing without love or of being content with a smaller 
amount of it. One of the clearest indications that a child will 
later become neurotic is to be seen in an insatiable demand for 
his parents’ affection. And on the other hand neuropathic 
parents, who are inclined as a rule to display excessive affec¬ 
tion, are precisely those who are most likely by their caresses 
to arouse the child’s disposition to neurotic illness (p. 223). 

Three Essays also contains Freud’s first published refer¬ 
ence to his abandonment of the seduction hypothesis (apart 
from the letter to Lowenfeld quoted above). Freud writes 

(p. 190 ): 

I cannot admit that in my paper “The Aetiology of Hysteria” 
(1896) I exaggerated the frequency or importance of that in¬ 
fluence [seduction], though I did not then know that persons 
who remain normal may have had the same experiences in 
their childhood, and though I consequently overrated the im¬ 
portance of seduction in comparison with the factors of sexual 
constitution and development. 

In a footnote to this passage in Three Essays, Freud writes: 

Havelock Ellis (1913 [1903] Appendix B)'' has published a number 
of autobiographical narratives written by people who remained 
predominantly normal in later life and describing the first 
sexual impulses of their childhood and the occasions which 
gave rise to them. These reports naturally suffer from the fact 
that they omit the prehistoric period of the writers’ sexual 
lives, which is veiled by infantile amnesia and which can only 
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be filled in by psycho-analysis in the case of an individual 
who has developed a neurosis. In more than one respect, 
nevertheless, the statements are valuable, and similar narra¬ 
tives'^ were what led me to make the modifications in my 
etiological hypxjtheses which I have mentioned in the text.’’ 

Freud is stating here that in reading the case histories 
given by Havelock Ellis in the appendix to his 1903 volume, 
Analysis of the Sexual Impulse,^* he learned that someone 
can be seduced in childhood and yet remain comparatively 
normal in later life. Since Freud had believed that these early 
sexual experiences were traumatic, and led to later neurosis, 
this kind of information, if correct, would have important 
consequences for his theories. Indeed, in this note Freud says 
that narratives similar to those in Ellis’s book led him to give 
up his seduction hypothesis. Since this is the case, and given 
the historic importance of this step for the later history of psy¬ 
choanalysis and psychotherapy in general, it is only natural 
that one would wish to take a closer look at Ellis’s book. 

Ellis, in the preface to the 1903 edition of his book, 
writes: 

In an Appendix will be found a selection of histories of more 
or less normal sexual development. Histories of gross sexual 
perversion have often been presented in books devoted to the 
sexual instinct; it has not hitherto been usual to inquire into 
the facts of normal sexual development.^ 

This undoubtedly struck Freud as true. The German authors 
that Freud mentions as authorities on “the sexual aberra¬ 
tions’’ (p. 135) in the begiiming of Three Essays (Krafft- 
Ebing, Moll, Mobius, Lowenfeld, etc.) do not provide case 
histories of normal sexual development. Freud’s own the¬ 
ories, of course, were based exclusively on people who had 
sought his help. Here, then, was Freud’s first significant 
encounter with a point of view different from the one he 
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had espoused in 1896 but dealing with the same material. 
It could hardly fail to arouse his interest. 

Phyllis Grosskurth, in her recent study of Ellis, has some 
harsh yet justified comments about his case histories: 

The highly eccentric nature of the organization of the Studies 
is a reflection of its amateur basis and of a descriptive em¬ 
pirical approach to the subject. . . . His citation of vague 
authorities—“a friend,” “a correspondent,” “a woman who 
enjoys the confidence of many women”—is ridiculous. Even 
Krafft-Ebing was far more sceptical of the reliability of the 
case accounts in his case-histories, and Kinsey, who was to 
owe much to Ellis, devised methods of circumventing ties or 
exaggerations.^® 

Only one of the twelve case histories (six more were added 
to the second edition, but none of those added deals with 
seduction) involves a sexual seduction of a child, and, indeed, 
not at all the kind of sexual seduction that Freud had in 
mind when he wrote about his own case histories in his let¬ 
ters to Fliess (as we saw from the two cases quoted in the 
preceding chapter), or when he spoke about seduction in 
the 1896 papers. 

The first case in Ellis’s book tells of the seduction of a 
nine-year-old boy by a servant girl, written in the third 
person: 

T. was nine when he interrogated a servant girl of sixteen 
about babies and their origin. She laughed and said that one 
day she would tell him how children came. One Sunday this 
servant took T. for a country walk and initiated him in sex¬ 
ual intercourse, telling him he was too young to be a father, 
but that was the way babies were made. The girl took T. into 
a field, saying she would show him how to do something which 
would make him “feel as though he was in heaven,” inform¬ 
ing him that she had often done this with young men. She 
then succeeded in causing an erection and instructed him how 
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to act.. . . The girl took the masculine position and embraced 
him with great passion. T. can recall the expression on the 
girl’s face, the perspiration on her forehead, and the whis¬ 
pered query whether it had pleased him. The embrace lasted 
for about ten minutes, when the girl said it had “done her 
good . . .” After this episode T. began to speculate about 
sexual matters. . . . 

This is the only account of a sexual seduction that occurs in 
the case histories. Indeed, in all the seven volumes of Studies 
in the Psychology of Sex there is no discussion of seduction 
or its effects. For the rest, the case histories are rather pa¬ 
thetic and sad accounts, primarily by men, of their struggles 
with masturbation, of their shame at having had sexual 
thoughts early in life, and of adolescent explorations. There 
is nothing in this book by Ellis that could possibly support 
or refute Freud’s 1896 thesis. Ellis’s work is wholly irrele¬ 
vant to the seduction hypothesis. How, then, can we explain 
the fact that Freud specifically cites this book by Ellis as a 
major reason for abandoning the seduction hypothesis? 

I believe I have an answer to this puzzle, though it is 
somewhat speculative. It seems to me that Freud had not 
read this book by Ellis at all. In a footnote to the Dora case 
(p. 51), Freud praises a book by Iwan Bloch, Beitrdge zur 
Aetiologie der Psychopathia Sexualis (Contributions to the 
Etiology of Sexual Pathology), which was published in 1902 
and 1903.^^ Though not mentioned in the Trosman and 
Simmons catalogue of Freud’s library, this book is in the 
collection at Maresfield Gardens in London, and was marked 
by Freud. On p. 13 (vol. i), Freud marked the following 
passage: 

Many of the autobiographical statements and descriptions of 
sexual perverts taken by Krafft-Ebing too trustingly, clearly 
reveal the influence of fantasy. Thereby the true state of affairs is 
frequently falsified in a clearly recognizable manner. 
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Bloch is criticizing Krafft-Ebing for not giving due credit to 
fantasy, the very complaint that Krafft-Ebing had implicitly 
made against Freud when he called his paper a “scientific 
fairy tale.” On p. 175, Freud checked the following passage: 

We would like to impress on all parents, doctors, and teach¬ 
ers the warning of Retif de La Bretonne, who certainly knew, 
“Parents, if you have children, beware of the morals of your 
servants.”^® 

The reference is to the possibility that servants will sexually 
seduce children in their care. On the next page is the pas¬ 
sage which solves our mystery: 

The large role played by seduction in the sexual life even of 
healthy people is very significant. Havelock Ellis recently pro¬ 
vided the anamneses of five such cases.^® 

The passage is not marked, but since Freud had marked a 
passage on seduction on the preceding page it is almost cer¬ 
tain that he read it. However, it seems that Bloch himself 
had not seen the article by Havelock Ellis, but only a review 
of the article. The review appeared in the Monatshefte fur 
praktische Dermatologic (33, no. 12, December 15, 1901) 
on pp. 627-628, signed Hopf, Dresden, and it discusses 
Havelock Ellis’s article “Die Entwicklung des Geschlechts- 
triebes” (The Development of the Sexual Instinct) from 
the American Journal of Dermatology and Genitourinary 
Diseases (no. 5, September 1901, pp. 176-188; continued 
in the November issue, pp. 266-281). In fact, this article 
is simply a reprint from the Alienist and Neurologist (22, 
no. 3, July 1901, pp. 501-521), a fact that Bloch was 
not aware of. There can be no doubt that Bloch takes his 
remarks about seduction from the review by Hopf, for he 
cites the same (inexact) reference that Hopf does, and more 
important, Bloch does not give any detail from the article 
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by Ellis that is not given by Hopf (though Hopfs citations 
are very brief). Furthermoie, except for certain omissions, 
Bloch gives the cases in Hopfs words, not in the words of 
Ellis. Moreover, Bloch (i, p. 177 n.) cites Hopfs review 
but does not indicate that his information comes, not from 
the article itself, but from Hopfs review. Bloch was himself 
a dermatologist, and in fact a review by him is included in 
the same issue of the Monatshefte (33, p. 50), which shows 
that he knew this volume. It was Bloch who added the 
comments about the importance of sexual seduction. This 
is not part of Ellis’s original article or of Hopfs review. 
The title of Ellis’s article, “The Development of the Sexual 
Instinct,’’ is appropriate, since Ellis is concerned with learn¬ 
ing about the early history of people’s sexual lives. He 
does not single out seduction, and is not, in fact, concerned 
with it in the article. Nor does Ellis say it played any par¬ 
ticular role in the sexual history of the five cases he gives. 
This is entirely Bloch’s interpretation of the article, based, 
not on the original article itself, but, as I have shown, on a 
review of the article. Freud seems to have seen neither Ellis’s 
original article nor the review by Hopf, but only Bloch’s 
interpretation of this review. Freud would thus have given 
up his major discovery partly on the basis of a comment 
derived from an account in a review of an article which he 
had never seen.^° 

It should be noted that on the same page marked by Freud 
(i, p. 175), Bloch says that little girls are liars and that they 
often unjustly accuse servants of sexually molesting them. 
In vol. 2 (p. 258) Bloch complains that schoolgirls have 
sexually corrupted perfectly moral young teachers. Freud 
does cite the appendix to Ellis’s 1903 book, rather than the 
1901 article on which it is based, so it is not impossible that 
Freud drew from the article precisely the same conclusions 
that Bloch did. But since these conclusions are by no means 
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obvious, nor are they the ones indicated by Ellis himself, 
such a coincidence strikes me as improbable, and I believe 
that Freud in fact based his comments on Bloch because 
Bloch’s observations were necessary to him, not because they 
represented new evidence or new facts he had overlooked. 

Freud’s first explicit rejection of the seduction hypothesis 
appeared in a book written by Lowenfeld, Sexualleben und 
Nervenleiden (Sexual Life and Neurosis).*^ At Lowenfeld’s 
request, in 1905 Freud wrote a short piece that was incor¬ 
porated in the book, entitled “My Views on the Part Played 
by Sexuality in the Aetiology of Neuroses” (S.E., 7, pp. 
270-279), in which he writes: 

At that time my material was still scanty, and it happened by 
chance to include a disproportionately large number of cases 
in which sexual seduction by an adult or by older children 
played the chief part in the history of the patient’s childhood. 
I thus overestimated the frequency of such events (though in 
other respects they were not open to doubt). Moreover, I was 
at that period unable to distinguish with certainty between 
falsifications made by hysterics in their memories of childhood 
and traces of real events (p. 274). 

Thus, although Freud concedes that some seductions were 
real, the theoretical importance of seduction, which Freud 
now called an “accidental influence,” was greatly diminished: 

Accidental influences derived from experience having thus 
receded into the background, the factors of constitution 
and heredity necessarily gained the upper hand once more 

(P- 275). 

In explaining why he has come to this new view, Freud 
gives the same reason as in Three Essays: 

Further information now became available relating to people 
who had remained normal; and this led to the unexpected 
finding that the sexual history of their childhood did not nec- 
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essarily differ in essentials from that of neurotics, and, in par¬ 
ticular, that the part played by seduction was the same in both 
cases (p. 276). 

This “further information” is probably a reference to the 
work of Havelock Ellis, examined above. In any event, it is 
curious that Freud does not reveal the source of this new 
information which has had such important theoretical con¬ 
sequences for him. There was no way an impartial reader 
could investigate the matter for himself, since Freud does 
not give any reference. On such a crucial matter, one would 
expect Freud to provide a detailed commentary. His reticence 
is disquieting. 

Is Freud’s essay, apart from these difficulties, entirely 
sincere? I quote again: “I thus overestimated the frequency 
of such events [seductions]” (p. 274). Yet in the same year 
(1905). Freud wrote in Three Essays: “I cannot admit that 
in my paper ‘The Aetiology of Hysteria’ (1896) I exagger¬ 
ated the frequency or importance of that influence [seduc¬ 
tion]” (p. 190). These statements cannot both be true. 

In Freud’s first fully articulated account of his changing 
views on fantasy vs. reality, “On the History of the Psycho- 
Analytic Movement (1914; S.E., 14, p. 17), he writes: 

On the way [to the creation of psychoanalysis], a mistaken 
idea had to be overcome which might have been almost fatal 
to the young science. Influenced by Charcot’s view of the trau¬ 
matic origin of hysteria, one was readily inclined to accept as 
true and etiologically significant the statements made by pa¬ 
tients in which they ascribed their symptoms to passive sexual 
experiences in the first years of childhood—to put it bluntly, 
to seduction. [Strachey’s translation is incorrect. For a corrected 
translation, see p. 52.] When this etiology broke down under the 
weight of its own improbability and contradiction in definitely ascer- 
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tainable circumstances, the result at first was helpless bewilderment. 
Analysis had led back to these infantile sexual traumas by the right 
path, and yet they were not true [emphasis added]. The firm ground 
of reality was gone. At that time I would gladly have given up the 
whole work, just as my esteemed predecessor, Breuer, had done 
when he made his unwelcome discovery [about love and transfer¬ 
ence in the case of Anna O.]. Perhaps I persevered only because I no 
longer had any choice and could not then begin at anything else. At 
last came the reflection that, after all, one had no right to despair 
because one has been deceived in one’s expectations; one must revise 
those expectations. If hysterical subjects trace back their symptoms 
to traumas that are fictitious, then the new fact which emerges is pre¬ 
cisely that they create such scenes in fantasy, and this psychical real¬ 
ity requires to be taken into account alongside practical reality. This 
reflection was soon followed by the discovery that these fantasies 
were intended to cover up the autoerotic activity of the first years of 
childhood, to embellish it and raise it to a higher plane. And now, 
from behind the fantasies, the whole range of a child’s sexual life 
came to light. 

With this sexual activity of the first years of childhood the inher¬ 
ited constitution of the individual also came into its own. . . . The 
last word on the subject of traumatic etiology was spoken later by 
Abraham, when he pointed out that the sexual constitution which is 
peculiar to children is precisely calculated to provoke sexual experi¬ 
ences of a particular kind — namely traumas. 

The last comment is curious. It is a misreading of a 1907 
paper by Karl Abraham, “The Experiencing of Sexual 
Trauma as a Form of Sexual Activity.”*® The point of Abra¬ 
ham’s paper is not that children in general have a sexual 
constitution calculated to provoke sexual traumas, but that 
certain children are seductive, desire the seduction, provoke 
it, and, the tone suggests, deserve it. Abraham says: 

I arrived at the conclusion that their sexual development was 
precocious and their libido itself quantitatively abnormal, and 
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that their imagination was prematurely occupied with sexual 
matters to an abnormal degree. This idea can now be ex¬ 
pressed more definitely. We can say that children belonging ' 
to this category show an abnormal desire for obtaining sexual ' 
pleasure, and in consequence of this undergo sexual traumas 
(p. 54 ). 

The point of view taken by Abraham is contrary to a ' 
psychological one. For example, he writes: i 

For a child disposed to hysteria or dementia praecox . . . un- ! 
dergoes the trauma in consequence of a tendency in its uncon- ^ 
scious. If there is an underlying unconscious wish for it, the i 
experiencing of a sexual trauma in childhood is a masochistic | 
expression of the sexual impulse. ... It is a remarkable thing ', 

that a child who has experienced a sexual trauma should 
keep it secret from its parents. ... A girl of 9 years was en- i 

ticed by a neighbour into a wood. She followed him quite 1 

willingly. He then attempted to rape her. It was only when |i 

he had almost or quite [lY* attained his purpose that the child I 

succeeded in getting free. She hurried home but said nothing | 

about what had happened; nor did she ever speak about it I 

afterwards to her family . . . [she] had allowed herself to be i 

seduced. She had followed the neighbour into the wood and | 

allowed him to go a long way in carrying out his purpose be¬ 
fore she freed herself from him and ran off. It is not to be I 

wondered at that this child kept the occurrence secret (pp. 
51 - 53 ). 

Strange that it never occurs to Abraham to seek another ex¬ 
planation for her secrecy. Perhaps the child feared her par¬ 
ents would have taken her confession as a fantasy and beaten 
her for inventing stories. , 

If this is the “last word,” as Freud says, then it is a frighten- j 
ing one. 

In his Introductory Lectures on Psycho-Analysis (1916; * 

S.E., 16, p. 370), Freud writes: “. . . if in the case of girls 
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who produce such an event [seduction] in the story of their 
childhood their father figures fairly regularly as the seducer, 
there can be no doubt either of the imaginary nature of the 
accusation [emphasis added] or of the motive that has led 
to it.” And he continues: . . up to the present we have 

not succeeded in pointing to any difference in the conse¬ 
quences, whether phantasy or reality has had the greater 
share in these events of childhood.” 

Freud is saying that whether seduction actually took place 
or was only a fantasy does not matter. What matters, for 
Freud, are the psychological effects, and these effects, Freud 
states, are no different where the event is a real one or imag¬ 
ined. But in actuality there is an essential difference between 
the effects of an act that took place and one that was 
imagined. 

To tell someone who has suffered the effects of a child¬ 
hood filled with sexual violence that it does not matter 
whether his memories are anchored in reality or not is to 
do further violence to that person and is bound to have a 
pernicious effect. A real memory demands some form of 
validation from the outside world—denial of those memories 
by others can lead to a break with reality, and a psychosis. 
The lack of interest in a person’s store of personal memories 
does violence to the integrity of that person. 

Freud’s statement, however, was not taken by psycho¬ 
analysts at face value; in fact, psychoanalysts have always 
shown a greater interest in the fantasy life of a patient than 
in real events. Freud shifted the interest of psychoanalysis 
to the pathogenic effects of fantasies, putting less emphasis 
on the pathogenic effects of real memories in repression. 
The ideal analytic patient has come to be a person without 
serious traumas in his childhood. Analysis, it is felt, is not 
equipped to deal with patients who have suffered real and 
serious emotional injury in childhood. This is undoubtedly 
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true, but the more important question is why this has come 
to be true, and whether it is an inevitable outcome of Freud’s 
shift of interest from real seductions to fantasies. Because 
these are serious questions, the answers to which make a real 
difference in the lives of many people, it is important that ' 
we be informed of all the possible reasons why Freud made 
his shift. While I would describe this shift as a loss of cour¬ 
age, I do not believe that this judgment provides an explana- j 
tion. Perhaps we will never have a single explanation for why | 
Freud shifted his interest from real traumas to fantasies, , 
but I believe that the historical documents allow us to come i' 
much closer to an answer than has been possible until now. v 


I 


FREUD’S ISOLATION 

We have already seen the roles played by the case of Emma i 

Eckstein and Freud’s close relationship with Fliess in this | 

shift. Freud could not have remained close to Fliess if he ! 

had not been willing to change his emphasis from what really I 

happened to Emma Eckstein to her fantasies. The real op- '• 

eration and its ill effects, and the real seduction, had to cede ■ i 

place to “bleeding out of longing” and the wish to be se¬ 
duced. But perhaps Freud’s shift of interest to wishes and ' I 
fantasies was motivated, at least in part, by still other factors. ’ 
Freud suffered emotional and intellectual isolation as long 
as he held to the reality of seduction. Freud felt his isola¬ 
tion most following the meeting of April 21, 1896, when 1 

he first publicly announced the seduction theory. (“I ' 

felt as though I were despised and universally shunned.”^®) 
Freud had hoped that Breuer, after collaborating with him > 
on Studies on Hysteria, would gradually alter his views on 
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the sexual etiology of the neuroses. This did not happen. On 
the contrary, Breuer joined the ranks of those who believed 
Freud was losing his grip on reality, as we see from an un¬ 
published passage in a letter from Freud to Fliess of March 
1, 1896, in which he writes of Breuer that 

our personal relationship, externally reconciled, casts a deep 
shadow over my existence here. I can do nothing right for 
him and have given up trying. According to him, I would daily 
have to ask myself whether I am suffering from moral in¬ 
sanity or paranoia scientifica. 

Condemnation was not confined to Breuer and Freud’s col¬ 
leagues. Freud had been timid enough in Studies on Hysteria 
when it came to discussing the effects of real seduction. But 
the book did speak about the importance of sexual life in 
the origin of the neuroses, and this alone was enough to 
provoke others to reject Freud’s ideas, as is shown by the re¬ 
views. The German psychiatrist Adolf von Striimpell, in his 
review of Studies on Hysteria for an influential psychiatric 
journal, Deutsche Zeitschrift fiir Nervenheilkunde, complains 
bitterly of Freud’s invasion of the private sexual life of the 
patient.®* He claims that what Freud and Breuer discovered 
were only the “fantasies and invented tales” typical of hys¬ 
terics. Conrad Rieger was even more forceful and unpleasant 
in his comments on “Further Remarks” in Centralblatt fiir 
Nervenheilkunde Psychiatrie und gerichtliche Psychopatho- 
logie, where he writes: 

I cannot believe that an experienced psychiatrist can read this 
paper without experiencing genuine outrage. The reason for 
this outrage is to be found in the fact that Freud takes very 
seriously what is nothing but paranoid drivel with a sexual 
content—purely chance events—^which are entirely insignifi¬ 
cant or entirely invented. All of this can lead to nothing other 
than a simply deplorable “old wives’ psychiatry.”*® 
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The medical community was offended by Freud. Breuer had 
now abandoned him. Lowenfeld, who had initially shown 
some interest, certainly more than other psychiatrists, seems 
to have attempted to persuade Freud to abandon the seduc¬ 
tion hypothesis. As long as he held to the seduction theory, 
Freud was alone. 

Where was Freud to turn for support? As we saw in chap¬ 
ter 2, in France Freud could look to a large medico-legal 
literature in support of the factual aspects of his work. Such 
events, the French literature made clear, do happen, and far 
more often than anyone but the legal physician is in a posi¬ 
tion to recognize. But the climate seems to have been dif¬ 
ferent in Vienna. Eduard von Hofmann, professor of legal 
medicine at the University of Vienna from 1875 to 1897*® 
(during the period of Freud’s emerging views), had written 
an obituary of Tardieu in 1879 in which he took issue with 
him for being naive in his book on attentats aux moeurs. 
Yet Hofmann also said that “this work alone would have been 
sufficient to assure the fame of the name of Tardieu in legal 
medicine.’’^ In 1888, Hofmann wrote an influential article 
(which Freud certainly saw—^he had mentioned this issue 
to Fliess) in the very first issue of the Wiener klinische 
Wochenschrift about the case of a twenty-year-old servant, 
to determine whether or not she had been sexually attacked 
by her employer.®® Hofmann decided against the girl, pri¬ 
marily on the grounds that she had already had sex, and 
that she was strong and could have defended herself. His con¬ 
clusion is significant for us: 

... It must be mentioned that in the case of the neurosis 
known as hysteria (which takes on many forms) it is com¬ 
mon knowledge that it frequently entails a pathological ten¬ 
dency to lie and exaggerate as well as an inability to faithfully 
retell [an event]. This reveals itself in a partiality for sexual 
accusations. 
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But the work on seduction most often referred to by 
Freud’s German colleagues (especially by Krafft-Ebing, but 
also by Bloch and others) was Johann Ludwig Casper’s 
Klinische Novellen zur gerichtlichen Medicin (Clinical Stories 
from Forensic Medicine), published in Berlin in 1863,®^ 
Casper had warned against the lies and general unreliability 
of children. Indeed, on the very first page of the book he 
speaks of the “outright lies’’ of children who accuse adults 
of rape. In one case he speaks of a thirteen-year-old who 
had a 

shocking confrontation with her father, whom she had accused 
of incest and who, according to all the circumstances, was 
innocent, and used a way of speaking and expressions in her 
outrageous accusation that are simply not to be repeated (p. 14). 

The German medico-legal literature was thus more strongly 
identified with the current represented by Fournier in Paris 
than it was with the other tradition in the French literature.®* 
Freud could find no support there. 

In accepting the reality of seduction, in believing his pa¬ 
tients, Freud was at odds with the entire climate of German 
medical thinking. Moreover, the acceptance of external 
trauma from such an unexpected source (the family) also 
cast doubts on yet another bulwark of traditional medicine: 
the primacy of constitutional factors. Indeed, as long as 
Freud believed in seduction, he would have to reject the 
conventional explanations of mental illness in terms of he¬ 
redity (/a famille nevropathique, as the French called it). 
Freud’s independence in 1895 and 1896 was brought home 
to me when, in London, I examined his copy of Lowenfeld’s 
Pathologic und Therapie der Neurasthenic und Hysteric 
(Pathology and Therapy of Neurasthenia and Hysteria).®® 
On p. 20 n., Lowenfeld writes: “Bouveret makes a special 
point of noting that in a considerable number of neurasthe- 


138 


THE ASSAULT ON TRUTH |' 

nics whom he saw, ‘there could be found no trace whatever I 
of nervous heredity.’ ” Freud penciled in the margin: L 
“Bravo!” 


THE SEDUCTION OF ROBERT FLIESS ' 

Freud believed, for many years, that he had found at least 
one person who would support him in his views when every- ' 
body else in the scientific community shunned him, and that 
was Wilhelm Fliess. We have seen several reasons why Fliess 
would not have been receptive to Freud’s theory of seduc¬ 
tion. Nevertheless, Freud continued to write to Fliess about ' 
his new discoveries. He was the one person to whom Freud 
was willing to tell everything he knew about the evidence 
slowly emerging from his clinical practice supporting the 
reality of seductions and their psychological impact. We I'l 
have no way of investigating Fliess’s response, though this 
response was bound to affect Freud profoundly. I have found i 
evidence, however, not previously suspected, that Robert 
Fliess (1895-1970), Wilhelm Fliess’s son, believed that his I 
father had sexually molested him, and this at precisely the i 
time Freud was writing to Fliess about seduction.®^ If true, 
it casts an entirely new light on the relationship between the 
two men. 

The final volume of the Psychoanalytic Series that Robert 
Fliess had been engaged in all his professional life appeared 
in 1973 as Symbol, Dream, and Psychosis. This volume con¬ 
stitutes an eloquent and intelligent plea for the return of 
Freud’s early seduction theory to modern-day psychoanalytic 
practice. The heart of the book is an exposition of Robert 
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Fliess’s conviction that Freud made a mistake when he aban¬ 
doned the seduction hypothesis. He also explains why se¬ 
ductions are so often denied by analysts, and shows how deep 
amnesia reaches and how difficult it is to undo. His thesis is 
that all severe neurotics have been sexually seduced or other¬ 
wise traumatized in early childhood by a psychotic (but 
often perfectly socially adjusted) parent, and in the process 
are violated, humiliated, and damaged. Moreover, he be¬ 
lieves this happens at a very early age, before the age of 
four (cf. p. 218 of Symbol, Dream and Psychosis). The 
irony is that Freud propounded this very thesis to Robert 
Fliess’s father in 1896 and 1897. Could something have 
happened to Robert Fliess around that time? 

In the first volume of his series, Erogeneity and Libido: 
Addenda to the Theory of the Psychosexual Development of 
the Human, published in 1956, Robert Fliess writes (fore¬ 
word, p. 17) about the “unbelievable frequency of the am¬ 
bulatory psychosis,” and he defends, there, the reality of 
the memories of severe aggression and sexual seductions: 
“The amnesia removal uncovers, much more frequently than 
Freud’s writings lead one to expect, memories of which there 
can be no doubt [wrongly printed as “of which there can be 
doubt”*®] as to their authenticity.” In a footnote to this pas¬ 
sage Robert Fliess writes: 

The appearance of Freud’s biography compels me further to 
append a remark that I would not otherwise make. However, 
the initiative is no longer mine. In the first volume of his 
biography Jones gives a description of my father that enables 
the psychiatric reader to make his own diagnosis. Some of 
these readers, perhaps defending themselves against acknowl¬ 
edging the above-mentioned incidence in their own families, 
may therefore be tempted to dismiss what I have observed 
as a form of projection. For their benefit: following Freud’s 
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advice to the analyst to re-enter analysis, I have clarified the 
picture of my father in two expert and thorough analyses, the 
last in middle age with Ruth Mack Brunswick; and I have 
had an extended conversation with Freud himself about his 
onetime friend. 

What are the implications of this passage? Robert Fliess is 
saying that it is in bad taste to discuss serious defects in one’s 
parents in print, but since Jones has already described his 
father Wilhelm in such a fashion that an experienced diag¬ 
nostician will know the mental disease he was suffering from, 
there is no point in not acknowledging it. What is this dis¬ 
ease? Not, in fact, paranoia (which would be the diagnosis 
drawn from the hint that Jones provides), because that is 
not relevant to what Robert Fliess is discussing; nor would 
he expect the reader to defend himself against the possibility 
of such a disease existing in his own family. What Robert 
Fliess unquestionably is referring to is psychosis in that par¬ 
ticular form which interested him: ambulatory psychosis. 
The ambulatory psychotic is, to the external world, a nor¬ 
mal person, possibly even a great scientist (there is every 
reason to believe that Robert Fliess admired his father’s 
medical achievements well into adult life). No one (with 
the possible exception of his most intimate family, who would 
have every reason to deny it) would suspect that the person 
is suffering from a psychosis that invades his sexual life. 
Robert Fliess goes on to say that one might be tempted to 
dismiss what he has observed as a form of projection, that 
is, as an invention, a fantasy. But Fliess explains that he did 
not fantasize these seductions or beatings; they actually hap¬ 
pened. When he says that he “clarified the picture’’ of his 
father, he must mean that the picture he had finally managed 
to put together of his father as a child abuser, or molester, 
was accurate. In telling us that he had an extended conver¬ 
sation with Freud himself about Wilhelm Fliess, Robert 
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Fliess apparently meant that Freud accepted what he had 
to tell him about his father as true. 

The assumption that Robert Fliess is talking about a se¬ 
duction in this passage is supported by another statement on 
the preceding page: 

There is no place here to deal with the inexhaustible subject 
of the psychoses; I can therefore say only in passing that the 
child of such a parent becomes the object of defused aggres¬ 
sion (maltreated and beaten almost within an inch of his 
life), and of a perverse sexuality that hardly knows an incest 
barrier (is seduced in the most bizarre ways by the parents, 
and, at his or her instigation, by others). 

Robert Fliess tells us explicitly in this passage that a psy¬ 
chotic adult both beats and seduces the child. Indeed, the 
case histories that Robert Fliess gives in his last book are in 
support of this. 

I think it is clear from this earlier book, taken in conjunc¬ 
tion with the later volume, that Robert Fliess believed that 
his father had sexually seduced him when he was a young 
child. Now, if it is true that Wilhelm Fliess was seducing or 
otherwise harming his own child at the same time that Sig¬ 
mund Freud was on the track of his greatest discovery, one 
that could not be acknowledged in scientific circles or given 
any theoretical credence (even though it had been mentioned 
earlier in the French and German medico-legal literature), 
then we see here one of the poorest matches in the history of 
intellectual discoveries. Freud is communicating his newly 
gained insights to the one person least prepared to hear them, 
because of the profound significance these theories held for 
that person’s own life. Freud was like a dogged detective, 
on the track of a great crime, communicating his hunches and 
approximations and at last his final discovery to his best 
friend, who may have been in fact the criminal. 
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CONCLUSION 

Frank Sulloway, in his recent influential book Freud: Biol¬ 
ogist of the Mind (p. 191), champions the view that Fliess 
had discovered infantile sexuality either before Freud or at 
the same time, and that he was a major influence on Freud’s 
views on the subject. He writes: 

Wilhelm Fliess’s discoveries on the subject of infantile sex¬ 
uality bring me to the second question concerning Freud’s 
debt to him. If the spontaneous, Fliessian conception of infan¬ 
tile sexual development proved in the end so fruitful for 
understanding neurotic phenomena, why did Freud ever de¬ 
velop his own antithetical seduction theory of neurosis? . . . 
In fact, it was only two years later, in the fall of 1897, that 
Freud finally gave up his seduction theory; and only then did 
he replace this erroneous notion with the spontaneous con¬ 
ception of infantile sexual life championed by Fliess. 

On the next page Sulloway writes: 

Fliess’s influence therefore consisted, in part, of his indepen¬ 
dent pursuit of a genetic, spontaneous, and biological concep¬ 
tion of human sexual development that only became fully 
relevant to Freud and psychoanalysis when the seduction the¬ 
ory finally collapsed. 

Inadvertently, Sulloway has put his finger on a crucial 
issue: it is true that, for Freud, all non-traumatic forms of 
sexuality were irrelevant to subsequent neurosis, as long as 
he believed in seduction. For Fliess, this was never the case. 
The two men, curiously, were never closer in their views 
than when their friendship finally collapsed. Sulloway is 
correct: Freud became more like Fliess than he was pre¬ 
pared to admit. But Sulloway is wrong to believe (cf. p. 205), 
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with the majority of analysts, that this was the real triumph 
of psychoanalysis. It was the beginning of its end. 

The strange fact is that no author of this time directly re- ' 
futed Freud’s major contributions relating to the effects of 
seduction in childhood on a person’s later life. Ldwenfeld, 
for example, superior in many respects to his psychiatric 
colleagues, nevertheless consistently missed the point of ! 
Freud’s 1896 papers, though he was preoccupied with them i 
and wrote about them seriously. There is no scientific criti¬ 
cism of the thesis, only disavowal and disgust. If Freud found I 
this silence perplexing, he finally decided to identify with I 
it. Studies on Hysteria and The Interpretation of Dreams are 1 
revolutionary books in ways that no subsequent book written ! 
by Freud would be. True, he enabled people to speak about !; 
their sexual lives in ways that were impossible before his (1 
writings. But by shifting the emphasis from an actual world ' 
of sadness, misery, and cruelty to an internal stage on which 
actors performed invented dramas for an invisible audience 
of their own creation, Freud began a trend away from the ' 
real world that, it seems to me, is at the root of the present- 
day sterility of psychoanalysis and psychiatry throughout the 
world. 









The Strange Case 
of Ferenczi’s Last Paper 


After Fliess, Sandor Ferenczi (1873-1933) was for 
l\. more than twenty years Freud’s closest analytic friend 
(Freud often addressed him as “dear son”). Until the last 
years of his life, Ferenczi was a loyal pupil, loved by many 
analysts, a constant source of papers, ideas, encouragement, 
and inspiration to younger analysts. But in the last few years 
of his life, Ferenczi began developing in a direction that 
alarmed Freud. In a series of three papers that uncannily 
parallel Freud’s three 1896 papers, Ferenczi began to be¬ 
lieve more and more strongly that the source of neurosis lay 
in sexual seductions suffered by children at the hands of those 
closest to them. This culminated in a paper, “Confusion of 
Tongues,”^ his last (included below as Appendix C in a new 
English translation), that was, in many respects, the twin 
to Freud’s “The Aetiology of Hysteria.” 

The story of this paper, how it came to be written and 
how Freud and his colleagues reacted to it, was told by Jones 
in the third volume of his biography of Freud. Because 
Jones had been in analysis with Ferenczi, and had come to 
dislike him, this account was not necessarily reliable. But 
there were, unfortunately, no other sources to turn to for 
more information, until, in my search for documents relating 
to Fliess, Anna Freud took me to her father’s desk in Mares- 
field Gardens. I found there a series of unpublished letters 
that cast a new light on Jones’s account and offer a far more 
reliable version of what actually happened between Freud 
and Ferenczi. 
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ferenczi’s unpublished diary and 

THE “CONFUSION OF TONGUES” 

Between July and October 1932, Ferenczi kept a personal 
day-by-day account of his analyses.® The main themes of 
this diary, which has not yet been published, are the preva¬ 
lence of trauma (primarily sexual seduction) in the child¬ 
hood of his patients and Ferenczi’s previously unknown ex¬ 
periments with mutual analysis. In every case discussed in 
these pages, Ferenczi traces the neurosis to sexual abuse suf¬ 
fered in childhood (which he believed to be far more com¬ 
mon than anyone was prepared to believe) and focuses his 
concern on the distortions in the personality that ensue. In 
. response to a question from a patient as to why she cannot 
' remember having been raped, but dreams of it incessantly, 
Ferenczi answers (July 30, 1932): 

I know from other analyses that a part of our being can “die” 
and while the remaining part of our self may survive the 
trauma, it awakens with a gap in its memory. Actually it is a 
gap in the personality, because not only is the memory of the 
struggle-to-the-death effaced, but all other associatively linked 
memories disappear . . . perhaps forever. 

I Ferenczi had returned to Freud’s earliest insights, while put¬ 
ting a different interpretation on many later analytic con¬ 
cepts. For example, he maintained (July 24, 1932) that the 
Oedipus complex could well be “the result of real acts on 
the part of adults, namely violent passions directed toward 
the child, who then develops a fixation, not from desire [as 
I Freud maintained], but from fear. ‘My mother and father 
I will kill me if I don’t love them, and identify with their 
wishes.’ ” Ferenczi never dared show this diary to Freud. 


I 
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The paper he read before the 12 th International Psycho- 
Analytic Congress is a somewhat milder distillation of these 
views. Yet the ideas he expressed in the paper met with the 
strongest disapproval by every leading analyst of the day. 
Ferenczi’s tenacious insistence on the truth of what his pa¬ 
tients told him would cost him the friendship of Freud and 
almost all of his colleagues and leave him in an isolation from 
which he never would emerge. 

Ferenczi’s paper, “Confusion of Tongues,” is one of those 
rare publications that show unmistakable signs of having 
been written by someone in a state of emotional turmoil 
which opens access to truths that are otherwise unavailable. 
The main focus of Ferenczi’s paper is the reality of sexual 
assaults on young children. In his paper Ferenczi states (my 
translation®): 

Above all, my previously communicated assumption, that 
trauma, specifically sexual trauma, cannot be stressed enough 
as a pathogenic agent, was confirmed anew. Even children 
of respected, high-minded puritanical families fall victim to 
real rape much more frequently than one had dared to suspect. 
Either the parents themselves seek substitution for their lack 
of [sexual] satisfaction in this pathological manner, or else 
trusted persons such as relatives (uncles, aunts, grandparents), 
tutors, servants, abuse the ignorance and innocence of chil¬ 
dren. The obvious objection that we are dealing with sexual 
fantasies of the child himself, that is, with hysterical lies, un¬ 
fortunately is weakened by the multitude of confessions of this 
kind, on the part of patients in analysis, to assaults on children. 

Ferenczi explains that the child’s desire for tenderness can 
be exploited by an adult’s need for sexual gratification at 
any price. The child cannot refuse, because he (she) is help¬ 
less and paralyzed by fear. The child brings to bear instead 
a pathogenic defense mechanism that Ferenczi was the first 
to name: identification with the aggressor.^ The guilt that 





The Strange Case of Ferenczi’s Last Paper 


149 


the parent ought to feel but does not is then introjected by 
the child (the act is perceived as wrong, but there is nobody 
else to take responsibility for it except the child victim). 

Furthermore, Ferenczi explains, the parent who denies 
what he has done, or denies its harmful effects, often be¬ 
comes physically abusive toward the child (projecting the 
wickedness onto the child). A seduction is generally followed 
by violence, suggesting to the child a connection between 
sexuality and violence, with disastrous effects on the child’s 
ability to love later in life. As a defense the child sinks into 
a dream or trance state in which it is easier to misperceive 
the quality of the aggression. The child’s need to deny alto¬ 
gether what has happened severely loosens her hold on 
reality. She (or, more rarely, he) becomes ashamed, the 
victim of the unconscious remorse of the parent that is ex- 
I pressed in violent anger toward the child. 

Seduction, then, is a form of hatred, not love. The child 
will often become extremely depressed after such an inci¬ 
dent. The consequence for the abused child is that his or 
her own sexuality will remain undeveloped or will assume 
perverted forms. The child may well become psychotic 
(which is a defense not dissimilar to the original trance state, 
a protected but lonely hiding place). Another consequence, 
unrecognized before, even by Freud, is that 

The sexually violated child can suddenly bring to fruition 
under the pressure of traumatic exigency all future faculties 
which are virtually preformed in him and are necessary for 
marriage, motherhood and fatherhood, as well as all feelings 
of a mature person. Here one can confidently speak of trau¬ 
matic (pathologic) progression or precocity in contrast to the 
familiar concept of regression. It is only natural to think of 
fruit that ripens or becomes sweet prematurely when injured 
by the beak of a bird, or of the premature ripening of wormy 
fruit. Shock can cause a part of the person to mature sud- 
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denly, not only emotionally but intellectually as well. I remind 
you of the typical “dream of the wise baby” singled out by 
me so many years ago, in which a newborn child or infant ii 
in its cradle suddenly begins to talk, indeed teaches wisdom |* 
to all the family.® Fear of the uninhibited and therefore as | 
good as crazy adult turns the child into a psychiatrist, as it ' 
were. In order to do so and to protect himself from the dan- \ 
gers coming from people without self-control, he must first i 
know how to identify himself completely with them. i 

I 1 

Ferenczi continues: 

In addition to passionate love and passionate punishments , 
there is a third way of binding the child to oneself and that is j; 
the terrorism of suffering. Children have the compulsion to |i 
smooth over all kinds of disorders in the family, that is to ■: 
say, to take onto their tender shoulders the burdens of all 
others; naturally, in the final analysis, not out of pure unself- 
ishness but to regain the lost peace and the tenderness that is i 
part of it. 

Perhaps never before had anyone spoken for the abused 
child with such sympathy and eloquence. The ideas that 
Freud had propounded to a skeptical medical world in his 
1896 papers were here repeated, but expanded through the 
knowledge gained by analysis in the years after 1896. 

It is as if Ferenczi were demonstrating to the analytic 
world how psychoanalysis could have developed had Freud 
not abandoned the seduction hypothesis. But since Freud had 
abandoned that theory, the paper was a major break with 
the direction psychoanalysis had taken from the time of its 
inception to the present. This shift in direction was not lost 
on the analysts who heard the paper. 

Ferenczi was not yet sixty when he attended the 12th 
International Psycho-Analytic Congress held in Wiesbaden 
in September 1932 (the last he was to attend). Ferenczi 
opened the Congress with his paper. Freud was too sick to 
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: attend, but many of the leading analysts of the time were 
' there: Anna Freud, Fedem, Alexander, Jekels, Jones, de 
I Groot, Brunswick, Simmel, Harnik, Bonaparte, Sterba, Reik, 
Balint, Deutsch, Rado, Weiss, Odier, Glover, Roheim, Men- 
ninger, de Saussure.® Their response to the paper was uni¬ 
formly negative. These senior analysts, the “bearers of the 
ring,” were of the opinion that views such as those expressed 
in the paper should not be circulated more widely than was 
absolutely necessary, that the dissemination of such views 
constituted a danger to society. 

As long as Ferenczi was alive, nothing could be done to 
j prevent the paper from being published in German. But the 
much larger circulation that the paper would receive by ap¬ 
pearing in English in the International Journal of Psycho- 
Analysis was a problem that concerned many analysts, par- 
' ticularly Jones. It was well known that the majority of 
analysts, even then, did not know German and had no access 
to literature not translated into English. During a visit to 
America in 1926, Ferenczi had delivered a paper before the 
American Psychoanalytic Association on present-day prob¬ 
lems in psychoanalysis in which he began by saying: 

Perhaps one of the chief handicaps which may prevent the 
American members of our movement from contributing to 
psychoanalytic knowledge and research through their own 
original works, is due in great measure to the fact that only 
after considerable time are they able to acquaint themselves 
with European literature in translated form.^ 

It is clear, therefore, that Ferenczi would have wanted his 
Congress paper translated into English as soon as possible. 

I In fact, Jones wrote to Ferenczi and told him that he had 
translated the paper into English, and that it would appear 
in the International Journal of Psycho-Analysis. Ferenczi, in 
an unpublished letter (in English) to Jones, dated March 
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22 , 1933. writes: . I thank you for wanting to publish 1 

my Congress paper in the English Journal.” Ferenczi never ^ 
learned that Jones was being insincere and did not have the 
courage to tell Ferenczi his real view. Emboldened, however, 1 
by Ferenczi’s death in May of that year, Jones wrote to Freud I 
on June 3, in an unpublished letter (Jones Archives, Lon- 
don): 


... It is about Ferenczi’s Congress paper that I am now 
writing. Eitingon did not wish to allow it to be read at the 
Congress, but I persuaded him. I thought at the time of ask¬ 
ing you about its publication in the Zeitschrift. I felt he would 
be offended if it were not translated into English and so asked 
his permission for this. He seemed gratified, and we have not 
only translated it but set it up in type as the first chapter in 
the July number. Since his death I have been thinking over 
the removal of the personal reasons for publishing it. Others 
also have suggested that it now be withdrawn and I quote 
the following passage from a letter of Mrs. Riviere’s* with 
which I quite agree; “Now that Ferenczi has died, I won¬ 
dered whether you will not reconsider publishing his last paper. 
It seems to me it can only be damaging to him and a dis¬ 
credit, while now that he is no longer to be hurt by its not 
being published, no good purpose could be served by it. Its 
scientific contentions and its statements about analytic practice 
are just a tissue of delusions, which can only discredit psy¬ 
choanalysis and give credit to its opponents. It cannot be 
supposed that all Journal readers will appreciate the mental 
condition of the writer, and in this respect one has to think 
of posterity too!” I therefore think it best to withdraw the 
paper unless I hear from you that you have any wish to the 
contrary. 


{ 

I 


I I 

j , 


We do not have Freud’s response, but presumably he 
agreed, for Jones wrote to A, A. Brill (1874-1948), the 
powerful and conservative American psychoanalyst, on June 
20,1933 (unpublished): 


I 



The Strange Case of Ferenczi's Last Paper 


153 


To please him [Ferenczi] I had already printed his Congress 
paper, which appeared in the Zeitschrift, for the July number 
of the Journal, but now, after consultation with Freud, have 
decided not to publish it. It would certainly not have done 
his reputation any good. 

Brill responded to Jones on August ii, 1933 (unpub¬ 
lished) : 

I fully agree with you about the publication of his paper. The 
less said about this whole matter, the better. 

It is evident from this exchange that it was Freud’s wish as 
well to see the paper suppressed. The lack of loyalty toward 
a former friend and the rapid move to strangle ideas contrary 
to accepted doctrine are distressing. 

The proofs were destroyed, and an English translation 
was not published for another sixteen years—until Michael 
Balint translated the paper and published it in the Inter¬ 
national Journal of Psycho-Analysis in 1949.® 

In order to understand why this paper was so disliked and 
so feared, we must examine the relationship between Freud 
and Ferenczi and Ferenczi’s developing technique. 


ferenczi’s developing technique 

A number of authors have written about Ferenczi’s experi¬ 
ments with technique and I do not wish to repeat this easily 
available information.^® Freud himself hinted that Ferenczi’s 
innovation had something to do with the relationship between 
the two men. Jones writes that “the time the two men passed 
together in Sicily [in 1910] was fateful for their subsequent 
relationship. Since the bond between them was the most im- 
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portant Freud was to forge in his later years, it is necessary 
to mention briefly the beginning of their difficulties.”” Jones 
continues: 

As I well know from many intimate talks with him, he [Fer- 
enczi] was haunted by a quite inordinate and insatiable long¬ 
ing for his father’s love. It was the dominating passion of 
his life and was indirectly the source of the unfortunate 
changes he introduced into his psycho-analytic technique 
twenty years later, which had the effect of estranging him from 
Freud (though not Freud from him). His demands for in¬ 
timacy had no bounds. There was to be no privacy and no 
secrets between him and Freud. 

How Jones could know whether such a childhood longing 
was “inordinate” is a mystery. Nor is it true that Freud was 
not estranged from Ferenczi, as the material quoted in this 
chapter demonstrates. Jones then quotes a letter that Freud 
wrote to Ferenczi on October 6, 1910,” after the trip: “I 
am not the psycho-analytical superman that you construed 
in your imagination, nor have I overcome the countertrans¬ 
ference.”” Jones goes on to quote one of Freud’s rare refer¬ 
ences to his early relationship with Wilhelm Fliess, in a letter 
to Ferenczi on October 6,1910: 

You not only noticed, but also understood, that I no longer 
[emphasis in original] have any need to uncover my person¬ 
ality completely, and you correctly traced this back to the 
traumatic reason for it. Since Fliess’s case, with the over¬ 
coming of which you recently saw me occupied, that need has 
been extinguished. A part of homosexual cathexis has been 
withdrawn and made use of to enlarge my own ego. I have 
succeeded where the paranoiac fails. 

In the letters to Fliess, Freud’s need to uncover his person¬ 
ality completely is evident, and clearly clashed with Fliess’s 
greater personal reserve. The more Fliess withdrew from him. 
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the greater was Freud’s urge to rescue the friendship by dis¬ 
playing his innermost life to Fliess. Fliess had already decided 
to withdraw from Freud in 1900, but did not ever directly 
reveal this to him. (See W. Fliess, In Eigener Sache [In My 
Defense] [Berlin: Emil Goldschmidt, 1906], p. 16). No 
doubt it was this unspoken rejection that hurt Freud, for he 
could never confront it directly. By his own telling, it took 
Freud many years to overcome the hurt he experienced, 
and he was not about to enter another such relationship with 
Ferenczi. 

Ferenczi responded to Freud’s letter with a six-page letter, 
which has not been published, in which he complains about 
the lack of intimacy during their travels. Ferenczi asks Freud: 
“Do you not in fact believe that I intuit that you have some 
magnificent secret?”^^ Ferenczi had obviously wanted Freud 
to reveal to him more of his inner life, and in particular the 
details of his relationship with Fliess (which Ferenczi must 
have envied). The “magnificent secret” Ferenczi mentions 
probably referred to some aspect of this relationship. Pos¬ 
sibly Ferenczi believed that Freud had been in love with 
Fliess, or even that he had had a homosexual relationship 
with him. In any event, the secret that Ferenczi hints at seems 
to have been sexual in nature. In the same letter, Ferenczi 
also revealed'to Freud that he had a dream about him in 
which Freud appeared naked. Ferenczi, who had already 
spoken of unconscious homosexual longings, interpreted the 
dream as “the longing for absolute, equal openness.” Freud’s 
response to this letter, in which he tells Ferenczi that his 
dreams at the time “were concerned entirely with the Fliess 
affair,” has been quoted above (note 15, chapter 3). 

No doubt Ferenczi was intrigued by Freud’s earlier close¬ 
ness to Fliess and must have pressed him for details of the 
relationship. In his response of October 12, Ferenczi tells 
Freud: 
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In addition I have an interesting case of neurotic stool- 
incontinence in the case of a certain Schlesinger, an engineer, 
who is an intimate friend of Dr. Fliess. He intends to find out 
about psychoanalysis from Fliess. I am curious to see what 
he answers. 

There is no further mention of Fliess, but Ferenczi seems to 
have at least partially identified with Freud and Fliess’s early 
interest in masturbation. For in 1912 Ferenczi published 
some remarks about Fliess in his contribution to a discussion 
on masturbation (my translation): 

The discoveries of Fliess on the relationship between the nose 
and the genitals should also not be forgotten. The vasomotor 
overexcitation which results from masturbation causes chronic 
disturbances in the erectile tissue of the mucous membrane 
of the nose. These create in their wake various forms of 
neuralgia and functional disturbances. In some cases of 
neurasthenia caused by masturbation, cauterization of the 
genital points of the nose appreciably improved the condition. 
Research on a large number of cases should be carried out in 
this area.*® 

Ferenczi, in his early years as an analyst, seems to have 
believed what all other analysts believed about fantasy and 
reality. In 1912 he wrote, in a letter to James Jackson Put¬ 
nam, the American psychiatrist and early follower of Freud: 

As far as Kollarits’ comments [?] are concerned, I can en¬ 
lighten you in a few words. I know for certain that Kollarits 
has no knowledge of psychoanalytic literature, except for 
my Hungarian essays and perhaps Freud’s Five Lectures. He 
himself has never done analysis. The source of his attitude 
toward the etiology of the neuroses can easily be guessed on 
the basis of his naive pronouncements on the subject: he be¬ 
lieves everything his patients say and takes their utterances 
to be statements of fact.*® 
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It is true that Ferenczi also began, early on, experimenting 
with psychoanalytic technique. At first the experiments con¬ 
sisted of demanding greater “abstinence” from his patients, 
ordering them to give up certain pleasures (especially mas¬ 
turbation) in order to heighten the tension in the analytic 
sessions, which it undoubtedly did, and bring to light material 
otherwise unavailable. In Ferenczi’s middle period, during 
the 1920S, he wrote a series of controversial papers about 
his psychoanalytic technique, which were collected and pub¬ 
lished in English in 1926,” and were reviewed by Edward 
Glover: 

... a number of analysts temporized in the hope of getting 
some authoritative guidance from Freud himself . . . but the 
only authoritative comment we have had from Freud has been 
that all efforts to accelerate materially analytic treatment have 
come to nothing. “The best way to shorten treatment,” he 
says in “Die Frage der Laienanalyse,” “is to carry it out cor- 
rectly.”i8 

Freud himself seems to have taken a benevolently skeptical 
interest in Ferenczi’s experiments. At this time, neither Freud 
nor any other analyst thought any the less of Ferenczi for 
these adventures in technique. 

But at some point in his analytic practice Ferenczi became 
convinced that the analytic setting was fraudulent. The an¬ 
alyst behaved with neutrality, but actually felt something 
quite different. These feelings, especially when they were 
negative, were not conveyed to the patient. This, Ferenczi felt, 
was hypocrisy. Moreover, he noticed that his patients were 
very sensitive to this hypocrisy, and try as he might to conceal 
his real feelings, patients invariably uncovered them. This 
sensitivity to genuine emotional states began to preoccupy 
Ferenczi more and more (the diary discusses it at length). 
He speculated on why his patients were so sensitive to issues 
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of truth and honesty. Slowly it dawned on Ferenczi that all 
his patients had been severely damaged. The love his patients 
had hoped for as children had not been forthcoming. What 
was this lack of love? Ferenczi thought, at first, that the child 
wished for oedipal gratifications it could not receive. Ferenczi 
shared the orthodox view of the pathogenic power of desire, 
that people fall ill from wishes they cannot fulfill. His re¬ 
sponse was to try to provide patients with the love they had 
not received as children (a no doubt impossible undertaking). 
I learned from Dr. Jeanne Lampl-de Groot, who saw one of 
Ferenczi’s woman patients after his death, that Ferenczi sat 
the patient upon his lap and stroked her like a child. Clara 
Thompson, who had been one of Ferenczi’s analysands, re¬ 
ports how he gave a patient (probably her) a doll for com¬ 
fort.^® 

Freud’s attitude toward these breaks with classical tech¬ 
nique is apparent from a charming letter he wrote to Ferenczi, 
which Jones quotes 

I see that the differences between us come to a head in a 
technical detail which is well worth discussing. You have not 
made a secret of the fact that you kiss your patients and let 
them kiss you; I had also heard that from a patient of my 
own. Now when you decide to give a full account of your 
technique and its results you will have to choose between 
two ways: either you relate this or you conceal it. The latter, 
as you may well think, is dishonorable. What one does in one’s 
technique one has to defend openly. Besides, both ways soon 
come together. Even if you don’t say so yourself it will soon 
get known, just as I knew it before you told me. 

Now I am assuredly not one of those who from prudishness 
or from consideration of bourgeois convention would con¬ 
demn little erotic gratifications of this kind. . . . Picture what 
will be the result of publishing your technique. There is no 
revolutionary who is not driven out of the field by a still more 
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radical one. A number of independent thinkers in matters 
of technique will say to themselves: why stop at a kiss? which 
after all doesn’t make a baby. And then bolder ones will come 
along who will go further to peeping and showing—and soon 
we shall have accepted in the technique of analysis the whole 
repertoire of demiviergerie and petting-parties, resulting in an 
enormous increase of interest in psychoanalysis among both 
analysts and patients. The new adherent, however, will easily 
claim too much of this interest for himself, the younger of 
our colleagues will find it hard to stop at the point they origi¬ 
nally intended, and God the Father Ferenczi gazing at the 
lively scene he has created will perhaps say to himself: maybe 
after all I should have halted in my technique of motherly 
affection before the kiss. 

Freud seems in this response to have kept the discussion 
at a purely objective, friendly, and rational level. In the 
letter as published by Ernest Jones, there are no ellipses to 
indicate that anything has been omitted from it. However, I 
had the opportunity of seeing the original letter, and, in fact, 
Jones omitted a crucial sentence. He translates a later pas¬ 
sage from the letter: 

In this warning I do not think I have said anything you do 
not know yourself. But since you like playing a tender mother 
role with others, then perhaps you may do so with yourself. 
And then you are to hear from the brutal fatherly side an 
admonition. That is why I spoke in my last letter of a new 
puberty, a Johannis impulse, and now you have compelled 
me to be quite blunt. 

But the last sentence really makes no sense without the pas¬ 
sage Jones omitted: 

According to my memory the tendency to sexual playing 
about^2 with patients was not foreign to you in pre-analytic 
times, so that it is possible to bring the new technique into 
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relation with the old misdemeanors. That is why I spoke in 
my last letter of a new puberty... 

Freud has remembered something that had come up in 
Ferenczi’s analysis, some twenty years earlier—that he had 
a tendency to sexually exploit his medical patients. The sig¬ 
nificance of the preceding portions of the letter, the ones that 
Jones quoted, is now altered. For the entire tone of the letter 
is different from what one might have supposed from the 
published version. Freud is not, in fact, displaying humor 
or attempting to remonstrate gently with his old friend. 
Freud’s analytic stance was bound to wound Ferenczi, and 
undoubtedly succeeded. 

Ferenczi replied (unpublished) on December 27, 1931: 

I consider your fear that I will develop into a second StekeF® 
unfounded. “The sins of youth,” misdemeanors, if they are 
overcome and analytically worked through, can make a man 
wiser and more cautious than people who never went through 
such storms. My extremely ascetic “active therapy” [i.e., ab¬ 
stinence] was surely a cautionary device against precisely such 
tendencies, which is why it took on, in its exaggeration, the 
character of an obsession. 

Ferenczi goes on to say: “Now, I believe, I am capable of 
creating a mild, passion-free atmosphere, suitable for bring¬ 
ing forth even that which had been previously hidden.” 

At about this time, late in 1931 (possibly earlier), Fer¬ 
enczi began his experiments with what he called “mutual 
analysis,” as a means of correcting the hypocrisies inherent 
in the analytic setting. Ferenczi never published anything on 
this subject—it would have been unacceptable to Freud— 
but his diary provides details. Ferenczi seems to have begun 
mutual analysis by confessing to certain patients his own 
problems when they overlapped with problems of the patient. 
Thus when one of his patients had a dream (cited in the 
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diary) of a powerful man with a tiny penis, Ferenczi was 
convinced that the dream was a transference dream that re¬ 
lated to him and was instigated by his own (unstated) con¬ 
cerns about the size of his penis. He confessed to this same 
patient that he actually had continual anxiety about the size 
of his penis. Whatever the drawbacks of this technique (and 
Ferenczi discusses them in some detail in the diary), possibly 
this was what enabled his patients to begin talking about the 
real traumas of their childhood. 

It was at this time (1931-1932) that Ferenczi began to 
develop an interest in the real traumas suffered by his pa¬ 
tients in childhood. One patient in particular, with whom 
mutual analysis seems to have gone further than with any 
other (it is not clear, from the diary, how many patients 
Ferenczi treated with mutual analysis, and how formal the 
mutuality was, whether Ferenczi actually lay on the couch, 
how often, whether he paid his patient, and whether he al¬ 
lowed himself complete freedom in his associations), seems 
to have played a major role in Ferenczi’s developing ideas 
at this time. That patient was Elizabeth Severn, a name not 
previously known to the analytic literature. 

Elizabeth Severn appears frequently in Ferenczi’s diary. 
The portrait of her that Dr. Judith Dupont sent me was 
painted in 1926, by Olga Dormandi (Olga Szekely-Kovacs), 
Dr. Dupont’s mother. Olga Dormandi sailed to America in 
the fall of 1926, on the same ship as Ferenczi. Ferenczi had 
analyzed her mother, Vilma Kovacs, and had known the en¬ 
tire family for a long time. 

According to the diary, Mrs. Severn, who at the time was 
a dancer,*^ was in analysis with Ferenczi in Budapest at some 
point before 1926. I was not able to find out much about 
her. I do not know, for example, whether she had any formal 
training as an analyst or psychologist, but Ferenczi seems 
to have accepted her as an analytic pupil. In his 1931 paper 



Portrait of Mrs. Elizabeth Severn 
by Olga Dormandi, ca. 1926 
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“Child Analysis in the Analysis of Adults,”^® Ferenczi wrote 
about her as follows: 

Our colleague, Elizabeth Severn, who is doing a training- 
analysis with me, once pointed out to me, when we were 
discussing this amongst a number of other subjects, that I 
sometimes disturbed the spontaneity of the fantasy-production 
with my questions and answers. 

In his 1929 paper “The Principle of Relaxation and 
Neocatharsis”^® he writes: 

In every case of neurotic amnesia, and possibly also in the 
ordinary childhood-amnesia, it seems likely that a psychotic 
splitting off of a part of the personality occurs under the in¬ 
fluence of shock. The dissociated part, however, lives on hid¬ 
den, ceaselessly endeavouring to make itself felt, without 
finding any outlet except in neurotic symptoms. For this no¬ 
tion I am partly indebted to discoveries made by our colleague, 
Elizabeth Severn, which she personally communicated to me. 

From these comments it appears possible that Mrs. Severn 
was the first person to spark Ferenczi’s interest in real 
traumas. 

In the 1931 article (p. 136) in which he thanks Mrs. 
Severn, he records a dialogue: 

Quick, quick! What shall I do? They have wounded my child! 
There is no one to help. He is bleeding to death. He is scarcely 
breathing. I must bind up his wound myself. Now, child, take 
a deep breath or you will die. Now his heart has stopped 
beating! He is dying! He is dying! 

Possibly inspired by Mrs. Severn, Ferenczi used twilight 
states and dreams to reconstruct early traumas, availing him¬ 
self of the insight that these states reproduced the very states 
which the child had entered as a refuge from having to suffer 
the full force of the real attacks. The events were too terrify- 
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ing to be consciously remembered, but the obscure memories 
of these twilight states and the images of the dreams pointed 
to real events. 

In his posthumously published article “Gedanken uber 
das Trauma” (Thoughts on Trauma),Ferenczi recounts 
the dream of a patient that allows us to ascertain how he 
came to use such dreams to reconstruct real childhood 
traumas: 

A young girl (child?) lies at the bottom of a small boat, nearly 
dead and white. Above her a gigantic man, crushing her with 
his face. Behind them in the boat stands a second man, whom 
she knows. The girl is ashamed that this man witnesses what 
takes place. The boat is surrounded by enormously high, steep 
mountain cliffs, so that no one can look in from anywhere. 

For Ferenczi this is a re-enactment of an early seduction 
scene, in which a child is seduced by a man while another 
man (her father possibly) looks on without doing anything 
to protect her. The original assault, which must have taken 
place in secret, is translated into a dream-image (in the 
dream nobody could see it). The details are authentic pic¬ 
torial representations of original events too painful to be 
remembered consciously but which could be reproduced in 
the relative safety of a dream. This is an original and revolu¬ 
tionary use of dream technique, one anticipated by Freud 
in 1899 in The Interpretation of Dreams, but never further 
elaborated (possibly because it belonged to the period of his 
faith in the seduction theory). 

It may well be that Mrs. Severn helped Ferenczi face the 
full reality of these traumas. Her book. The Discovery of the 
Self: A Study of Psychological Cure (London: Rider & Co., 
Paternoster House, n.d.), is a curious work, written in a 
pious, mystical manner, unprofessional and unscholarly, but 
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nevertheless with a certain admirable ability to recognize the 
suffering of a child. According to Mrs. Severn, Ferenczi 
developed his technique from her instructions. On p. 95 she 
writes: 

I will speak in the next chapter of the importance of trauma 
in general, in the production of all neuroses. I wish here to 
emphasize the difference between the accepted psycho-analytic 
mode of treatment, which is purely dissecting in nature and 
which places its reliance chiefly on the mental grasp or “recon¬ 
struction” the patient can gain of his past; and a method which 
having found the trauma or speciflc cause of the illness, does 
not scorn to “play mother” or be Good Samaritan to the in¬ 
jured one, and which encourages the full reproduction of the 
emotions and feeling-tone of the traumatic period or events 
under different and better circumstances. It takes more time, it 
takes more patience, and it takes above all an emotional ca¬ 
pacity or “gift” on the part of the analyst, who unless he can 
do this, is not a true “physician of the soul.” 

In a footnote to this passage, she writes: “This addition to, 
or alteration in, psycho-analytic technique has since been 
adopted by Ferenczi, and is the basis of his so-called 
‘Relaxation-principle.’ ” 

On the other hand, on p. 125, she writes: 

The importance of trauma as a specific and almost universal 
cause of neurosis, was first impressed upon me by Ferenczi 
[emphasis added], who, probing deeply, had found it present 
in nearly all his cases. He thus resurrected and gave new value 
to an idea which had once, much earlier, been entertained 
by Freud, but which was discarded by him in favour of “phan¬ 
tasy” as the explanation of the strange tales or manifestations 
given by his patients. . . . Experience has convinced me, how¬ 
ever, that the patient does not “invent” but always tells the 
truth [emphasis in the original], even though in a distorted 
form: and further, that what he tells is mostly of a severe 
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and specific injuij’, inflicted on him when he was young and 

helpless. 

Her case histories are badly presented, but at least two of 
the dreams recorded by her are w'orth repeating. In the case 
of a young actress, she uncovered a nolent sexual seduction 
by the grandfather, who lived in an idyllic setting in the 
countr\\ The w'oman had a recurrent nightmare (cf. p. 148) 
w'hich consisted of her going back to their country' house, 
seeing the little schoolhouse, the road, and suddenly her 
grandfather’s car. But inside, it “is full of mutilated children, 
there are dozens of little girls w’ith their bodies and legs all 
cut, they are bleeding, they are smashed to pieces. I cannot 
bear it.” The second part of the dream is the actual re¬ 
enactment of the seduction in a bam and of her screaming 
to her mother for help. Another case (reported on pp. 153- 
157) tells of a child drugged by her father and then v'iolently 
raped. She dreamt she attended her own funeral as a child, 
w’as conveyed to her grave, and found she was the only 
mourner, which is a remarkable representation of her help¬ 
lessness and loneliness and a pow'erful indictment of her 
mother’s acquiescence in the partial murder of the child. 

However Ferenczi came to believe in the reality of child¬ 
hood traumas, whether through his mutual analyses or from 
Mrs. Severn or simply by listening in a new way to his pa¬ 
tients, one fact is e\ident; it is Ferenczi's ideas about trauma 
that made him unacceptable to Freud, and not his experi¬ 
ments with technique. 

Although Ferenczi was the actual founder of the Inter¬ 
national Ps}'cbo-Anal}'tic Association, he had never been its 
president (the first president w'as Jung, followed by Abra¬ 
ham, Eitingon, and Jones), though he very much wished to 
be. Freud’s unpublished letters to Ferenczi reveal that he 
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told Ferenczi he did not want Eitingon to serve a second 
term, or Jones to become president, but wished that Ferenczi 
at last would become the president of the association he 
founded. 

In an unpublished letter of May 12, 1932, Freud writes: 

I am sorry that you find it so easy to deprive yourself of the 
presidency. I would like to insist on it for you. It is unde¬ 
niable that in the last years you have withdrawn into isolation 
once again, something you had so brilliantly overcome when 
you were the Budapest leader and teacher. Taking over the 
presidency of the International would have the effect of a 
forced cure on you, to bring you back to society and to move 
you to take up the appropriate role of leader that is due 
you. . . . But you must leave the dream-island on which you 
are living with your fantasy children, and once again take part 
in the struggle of men [emphasis added]. 

"Phantasiekinder” (fantasy children) is ambiguous: it can 
refer to the children of one’s imagination, but it can also 
refer to the fact that Ferenczi “adopted” fantasies and thought 
of them as real. The word “fantasy” turned into a weapon 
against Ferenczi. “The struggle of men” is an unkind hint 
that Ferenczi’s withdrawal was an “effeminate” and weak 
response. Ferenczi, in Freud’s opinion, by allying himself 
with the hurts of the child, was behaving in an unmanly 
fashion. It was a comment that wounded Ferenczi. 

He replied, in an unpublished letter, on May 19, 1932: 

Dear Professor: 

I must honestly confess that although I have often expressed 
myself concerning my present activities with words like 
“dream-life, daydreams, puberty crises,” etc., this does not 
actually mean that I have complete “insight into my illness” 
[i.e., that I acknowledge that I am ill]. In reality I have the 
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feeling that out of the relative confusion much that is useful 
will develop, in fact has already done so. So I can’t really 
see the presidency as a forced cure for a disease which I can¬ 
not acknowledge really to be one. I honestly believe that I am 
doing something not entirely useless by continuing with my 
present work. If you believe that this work can be brought 
into harmony with what would be expected of the president 
of a society, and if I can, as you assure me is the case, count 
on the active help of Anna and the two vice-presidents, then 
I would consider it an honor to become the president of a 
society in the foundation of which I took part and in the 
activities of which I for so long played an active role. 

A brave postscript, which undoubtedly did not please Freud, 
followed on May 22: 

P.S. to my last letter: it will interest you to know that in our 
group lively debates are taking place on the female castration 
complex and penis envy. I had to confess that in my practice 
they did not play the large role that one would, theoretically, 
have expected. What are your experiences? Venice, as always, 
is lovable. I am living in the Hotel Danieli. Your Ferenczi. 

Ferenczi’s views on female sexuality were undergoing rad¬ 
ical changes in the light of his discoveries about the sexual 
traumas so many women had been subjected to in childhood 
(he discusses these emerging views in the unpublished diary). 

Freud’s displeasure at this turn of events was communi¬ 
cated to Ferenczi from many sides. Finally, Ferenczi wrote 
Freud on August 21, 1932, in an unpublished letter, of his 
decision not to serve as president: 

After a long, torturous hesitation I have decided not to seek 
the presidency. In addition to the reasons I have already 
given you, there has since arisen the following circumstance: 
in the course of my attempts to make my analyses deeper and 
more effective, I have drifted into critical and self-critical 
channels which in some respects seem to require not merely 
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additions but also corrections to our practical and in part also 
to our theoretical views. Now I have the feeling that such a 
mental state is not appropriate to the dignity of a president 
whose chief concern should be the conservation and consoli¬ 
dation of gains already made. My inner feeling tells me that 
it would not even be honest for me to occupy this position. 

Freud’s (unpublished) response was sent on August 24, 

1932: 

I have, in the interest of all concerned, very much regretted 
your rejection [of the presidency]. Your argument does not 
convince me. As long as the alterations in technique and in 
theory which you propose to introduce are not fundamental 
enough to oblige you to found a new variety of analysis, you 
do not need to avoid the presidency in its normal form. But 
I am far from wishing to influence you. You yourself must 
know best what is going on inside you. 

But Freud had never been sincere in urging Ferenczi to 
accept the presidency. For when Jones was elected president 
(because Ferenczi had withdrawn his candidacy), Freud 
wrote him, on September 12, 1932 (unpublished): 

Dear Jones: 

Thank you for your first letter as president. I felt bad that 
Ferenczi’s obvious ambition could not be satisfied, but it really 
was not in doubt for even a single moment that only you could 
possibly take over the International [emphasis added]. 

Freud knew that Ferenczi himself had decided not to run 
for president, but does not have the courtesy to Ferenczi to 
tell this to Jones. No doubt Jones would have been less 
pleased by Freud’s flattery if he had been in a position to 
see what Freud, in an unpublished letter, had written a week 
earlier to Max Eitingon, then president of the International: 

Jones is hardly a happy prospect for the future.*® 
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FREUD’S LAST MEETING WITH FERENCZI 
AND THE WIESBADEN CONGRESS 

A few days before the Congress, Ferenczi passed through 
Vienna on his way from Budapest to Wiesbaden to read his 
paper aloud to Freud, who was too ill to attend the Congress. 
It was the last time the two friends were to see each other. 

The exact date of this meeting between Freud and Ferenczi 
is unfortunately not ascertainable, though I believe it took 
place on August 30.“ This becomes critical in the light of 
an unpublished letter that Freud wrote to Eitingon on August 
29, 1932: 

He must not be allowed to give the paper. Either another one 
or none. He does not seem disinclined now to be chosen as 
president. Whether he can still be chosen [for president] by all 
of you after these revelations is another question. Our behavior 
will depend, in the first place, on whether he agrees to the 
postponement [of his Wiesbaden paper] as well as on the 
impression that he makes on all of you in Wiesbaden. 

The critical question is whether this letter of August 29 
was written before Freud had seen Ferenczi or after. It is 
critical because if Freud wrote it before their meeting, then 
he was writing about a paper he had not yet read.^^ I believe 
that Freud had not yet seen the paper and that the meeting 
took place the next day, on August 30. Freud sent a telegram 
to Eitingon on September 2, 1932 (published by Jones but 
with the crucial first four sentences omitted). The whole 
telegram reads: “Ferenczi read me his paper. Harmless. 
Dumb. Otherwise he is inaccessible. The impression was im- 
favorable.” Freud would not have sent this telegram if he 
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had read the paper before he wrote the letter to Eitingon on 
August 29. 

Jones (3, p. 184) reports the actual meeting: 

Without a word of greeting, Ferenczi announced on entering 
the room: “I want you to read my Congress paper.” Halfway 
through Brill came in and, since Ferenczi and he had recently 
talked over the theme, Freud let him stay, though he took no 
part in the talk. Freud evidently tried his best to bring about 
some degree of insight [in Ferenczi], but in vain. 

A. A. Brill, whom both Freud and Ferenczi disdained, 
was the official representative of the by then powerful Amer¬ 
ican Psychoanalytic Association (he was strongly opposed 
to allowing non-medical people to train as analysts). He was 
on hand for the reading of the paper possibly so that he could 
lend the support of the Americans to Eitingon’s and the 
others’ attempts to suppress Ferenczi’s paper at the Congress. 
Ferenczi was hurt by this turn of events, as he told Freud.®^ 
Brill later reported the meeting to Jones (in an unpublished 
letter of June 6, 1933): 

I told the Professor that I urged Ferenczi not to give out his 
new ideas for the present . . . that I urged him to wait and 
told the Professor that he should do the same thing when he 
saw Ferenczi, to which the Professor said: “What is the use? 
It has to come out sooner or later.” 

Freud told Brill the story of the old Jew who promises a 
Polish baron that he will teach the baron’s dog to talk within 
three years. “Why not, after all,” he told his closest friend, 
for “in three years either the baron will be dead, or the dog, 
or me.” Freud meant, presumably, that he and Ferenczi 
would soon be dead and the world would not care. 

Ferenczi, after the meeting, wrote to Freud, in an unpub¬ 
lished letter, on September 27, 1932: 
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Hk second impleasam sinprise [afttr BriH's ptresencc] atbs 
yoar demand I refrain from publicBiioai. I saili camitoi 
see bow my presentadon could possibly bun cnber me or 
psycboanalym. 

Freud responded to Fereoczi in an unpublisbcd ietter, on 
October!, 1932: 

Tbe request tbal yon d>onld not pobbsiii for one year was 
made pmnarih' in your interest. I ^ not want to ^ve t;q» tbe 
bcpe dial yon w'onld youreeOf come to recocniK in fnnber 
w'ork tbe techmca] incorrectness off your results. Yoo seemed 
to promise tbis to me. but I naturally rebewe yon off yo«r 
promise and waive, perforoe. any influence over yo®. mbidi 
in any event I do not realty possess. I no lot^T bebete tbai 
yon will correa yourself, tbe way I correcaed myscM a seo- 
cradon ago. 

Jones's account off the Congress itsdf teJls us bow reiuctnt 
the senior analysts were to allow Fereoczi to read im paper. 
Jones (3, p. 185) writes: 

At tbe Congress itself a ddicato quesdon arose. Freud tboi^bt 
tbe paper Ferenczi bad prepared conld do Im repntadon no 
good and begged bim not to read iL BnH, E tdngaEL and vam 
C^btnjsen went fnnber and tbon^t it wonld be scandalons 
to read such a paper before a f^ycbo-Analydc Congrass, 
Eidngon tberefore dedded to forbid it firmly. On tbe other 
band I thought tbe paper too vague to leaiv any dear im- 
presaon. for good or bad—which it turned om to be—and 
dial it wonld be so offensive to tell tbe most dtsdngtmhed 
member off tbe Assocsadon. and its actual founder. tHm what 
be bad to say was not wonb listetnng to diAT be Tni^h t w^ 
wiflidraw altogeibcr in dudgeon. 

Utyublished letters give us some insisht into the depth of 
the distaste that FemKzTs paper e^’c^e^ In a fawicng and 
even cowardly’ letter, Jones wrosc to Freud on Septemte 9, 
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1932, immediately after the Congress (the letter is in the 
Colchester Archives): 

Dear Professor: 

I seize the first peaceful moment to write to you. In the 
first place will you allow me to express my sympathy over 
the difficulty that has arisen with your oldest and dearest 
analytical friend. I know that you will not be tempted to copy 
the old Kaiser (“mir bleibt. . [?]) because your calibre is 

too tough, and you are surrounded both by affection and by 
followers whose acceptance of the unconscious is unbreak¬ 
able. Nevertheless, how painful it must be I can imagine. To 
Eitingon it came as a shock of surprise, to you probably less 
so. To me not at all, for I have followed Ferenczi’s evolution 
(including the pathological side) closely for many years, and 
knew it could only be a question of time before this denoue¬ 
ment arrived. Abraham and I drew him forcibly back from 
the precipice at the Rank time, and lately Rickman’s regular 
reports of his analysis showed me clearly the direction things 
were going. His exceptionally strong need of being loved, 
together with the repressed sadism, are plainly behind the 
tendency to ideas of persecution. My reaction was therefore 
very simple: first the cause, then everything to keep him with 
us. The first excluded the possibility of his being President— 
in that I agreed with the firm attitude of Eitingon and von 
Ophuijsen. But the second made me oppose both these two 
and also Brill. They wanted at all costs that Ferenczi be asked 
to withdraw his Vortrag [paper] and to postpone as long as 
possible the expression of his ideas—to avoid scandal. On the 
contrary I insisted that there would be less scandal if we 
kept it inside the Vereinigung [Association] and that we were 
quite strong enough to digest the ideas ourselves without harm 
coming. It would have fed the pathological ideas to have told 
him that his Vortrag, etc., was too wicked to be presented to 
us, and that might end in his publicly withdrawing from the 
Vereinigung. I gained my point, and so far as I can judge 
the advice was successful, for Ferenczi, finding himself wel- 
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corned and listened to, visibly expanded and day by day iden¬ 
tified himself ever more with the interests and plans, business, 
etc., of the Vereinigung; he felt himself one of us, which is 
what I intended and which I am confident will do us no harm. 
He is, I am afraid, a sick man—also physically—and the im¬ 
pression he made was very pathetic.*^ To me personally he 
was affectionate, and I think I was able to help both him and 
his wife. It is terrible—but also unprofitable—to make com¬ 
parisons with the brilliant past. One can only accept the 
facts, do the little possible to help, and again learn how one 
underestimates the diflBculties in the way of retaining a full 
acceptance of the reality of the unconscious; most people 
seem to have a limit to their power in this respect. 

Freud, in an unpublished letter (from the Colchester 
Archives) dated September 12, 1932, responded by saying: 

Ferenczi’s change of direction is certainly a highly regrettable 
event, but there is nothing traumatic about it. For the last 
three years I have been observing his increasing alienation, 
his inaccessibility to warnings about the incorrectness of his 
technique, and what is probably the most decisive [emphasis 
added], a personal animosity against me, for which I cer¬ 
tainly gave even less occasion than in earlier cases. Except, 
perhaps, for the fact that I am still here. Unfortunately the 
regressive intellectual and affective development seems to have 
had, in his case, a background of physical decline. His clever 
and good wife conveyed to me that I should think of him as a 
sick chOd. 


ferenczi’s death 


Jones’s account of Ferenczi’s last days implies that both he 
and Freud remained close and loyal to Ferenczi to the end. 
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that they both endured with mature resignation a fate that 
could not be avoided. Jones (3, p, 188) writes: 

In America some former pupils of Ferenczi’s, notably Izette 
de Forest and Clara Thompson, have sustained a myth of 
Freud’s ill-treatment of Ferenczi. Phrases such as Freud’s 
“enmity,” “harsh and bitter criticism,” have been used, and 
he is said to have pursued Ferenczi with hostility. Freud’s 
correspondence, and also my personal memories, leave no 
doubt that there is no truth whatever [emphasis added] in this 
story, although it is highly probable that Ferenczi himself 
in his final delusional state [emphasis added] believed in and 
propagated elements of it. Freud’s only feelings at his friend’s 
self-absorbed withdrawal were of sadness and regret, while 
his attitude toward what he and all the rest of us regarded 
as Ferenczi’s errors of regression was that of a friend who 
until it was plainly hopeless did what he could in the en¬ 
deavour to save him from them. 

But the truth was rather different. Here is Jones’s account 
(3, p. 190) of Ferenczi’s final days: 

The mental disturbance had been making rapid progress in 
the last few months. He related how one of his American 
patients, to whom he used to devote four or five hours a day, 
had analysed him and so cured him of all his troubles. Mes¬ 
sages came to him from her across the Atlantic—Ferenczi 
had always been a staunch believer in telepathy. Then there 
were the delusions about Freud’s supposed hostility. Towards 
the end came violent paranoia and even homicidal outbursts,®® 
which were followed by a sudden death on May 24. That 
was the tragic end of a brilliant, lovable and distinguished 
personality, someone who had for a quarter of a century been 
Freud’s closest friend. The lurking demons within, against 
whom Ferenczi had for years struggled with great distress and 
much success, conquered him at the end, and we learnt from 
this painful experience once more how terrible their power 
can be. I of course wrote to condole with Freud over the loss 
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of our friend, “of that inspiring figure we all loved so much. 
I am more glad than ever that I succeeded at the last Con¬ 
gress in keeping him within our circle.” Freud replied: “Yes, 
we have every reason to condole with each other. Our loss is 
great and painful; it is part of the change that overthrows 
everything that exists and thus makes room for the new. 
Ferenczi takes with him a part of the old time; then with my 
departure another will begin which you will still see. Fate. 
Resignation. That is all.” 

This is the version of history that Jones recorded for public 
consumption. It does not remotely correspond to the truth. 
Perhaps, however, Ferenczi believed the protests of Jones 
that Freud still cared for him deeply. He seems more per¬ 
plexed than angry at what was happening to him. 

It took a great deal of courage for Ferenczi to stand with 
his patients and recognize that what had happened to them 
was not fantasy but the terrible truth. He knew that such 
courage would cost him his standing in the analytic world. 
But he did not know that Freud would so easily turn away 
from him. Their last meeting was a sad ending. After the 
Congress, Ferenczi took a trip to the South of France, to try 
to recover his physical and emotional balance, but it was no 
use. In an unpublished letter to Freud, written on September 
27, 1932, Ferenczi wrote to say that the final meeting upset 
him deeply: 

Dear Professor: 

You can measure the depth of my shock by the length of 
time it has taken me to react to our conversation in Vienna 
before the Congress. Unfortunately, with me, such things are 
always connected to physical complaints, so that my trip 
through Baden-Baden to the South of France was and is really 
a ‘’voyage de lit d lit." 



Ferenczi in Groddecks sanatorium in Baden-Baden 
at the end of his life 
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On March 29, 1933, Ferenczi wrote to Freud of a nervous 
breakdown {nervoser Zusammenbruch). On May 24, 1933, 
he died. 

Then came the obituaries by the very men who had turned 
away from him when he was alive. Jones, in his obituary, 
published in the International Journal of Psycho-Analysis. 
the same journal which had just destroyed the proofs of 
Ferenczi’s last paper, wrote: 

Of his more personal attributes I do not find it easy to speak, 
for he was one of my nearest and dearest friends. His kind¬ 
liness was unfailing and showed the genuine nature of his 
charm and loveableness.®^ 

Was this a fantasy or simply a lie? Was the hypocrisy that 
Jones and Freud and all the other senior analysts offered the 
public in their writing about Ferenczi the real world as op¬ 
posed to the world of Ferenczi’s “imagination,” in which 
children suffered tortured lives at the hands of brutal parents? 
Max Eitingon—the same Eitingon who a few months earlier 
had refused to have his scientific integrity compromised by 
allowing Ferenczi to read his paper—^gave his epitaph at a 
special meeting of the Berlin Psychoanalytic Society: 

Ferenczi writes very beautifully, most often clearly, lucidly. 
His style is generally flawless. His writing is interesting and 
has unique appeal, and is very personal, as though he were 
speaking. His lectures were generally among the highlights of 
our congresses.^ 

Even more disturbing is the fact that Freud was no more 
prepared than his colleagues to allow the public any glimpse 
into his real feelings about Ferenczi or the real reasons for 
his dislike of Ferenczi’s 1932 paper. His obituary of Fer¬ 
enczi** is no less hypocritical than the others’. Freud writes 
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that “it is probable that some time in the future there will 
really be a ‘bio-analysis’ as Ferenczi had prophesied, and it 
will have to cast back to the Versuch einer Genitaltheorie 
[Attempt at a Theory of Genitality].’’®^ Freud here singles 
out for praise Ferenczi’s most dubious work (in a dubious 
prophesy), contrasting it with Ferenczi’s later work, which 
is in reality his one great achievement: 

After this summit of achievement, it came about that our 
friend slowly drifted away from us. On his return from a 
period of work in America he seemed to withdraw more and 
more into solitary work, though he had previously taken the 
liveliest share in all that happened in analytic circles. We learnt 
that one single problem had monopolized his interest. The 
need to cure and to help had become paramount in him. He 
had probably set himself aims which, with our therapeutic 
means, are altogether out of reach to-day. From unexhausted 
springs of emotion the conviction was borne in upon him 
that one could effect far more with one’s patients if one gave 
them enough of the love which they had longed for as chil¬ 
dren. He wanted to discover how this could be carried out 
within the framework of the psychoanalytic situation; and so 
long as he had not succeeded in this, he kept apart, no longer 
certain, perhaps, of agreement with his friends. Wherever it 
may have been that the road he had started along would have 
led him, he could not pursue it to the end. Signs were slowly 
revealed in him of a grave organic destructive process which 
had probably overshadowed his life for many years already. 
Shortly before completing his sixtieth year he succumbed to 
pernicious anemia. It is impossible to believe that the history 
of our science will ever forget him. 

Possibly, but the history of psychoanalysis certainly tried to 
forget Ferenczi’s views. “Sexual playing about with patients’’ 
becomes transformed here, for public consumption, into “un¬ 
exhausted springs of emotion.’’ It is not that I admire Fer- 
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enczi’s sexual conduct with patients (though at least it was 
not a deliberate and selfish attempt to exploit them). But I 
find it curious that Freud could tolerate this technique as 
long as Ferenczi held standard psychoanalytic views. It be¬ 
came insupportable to Freud only when Ferenca (for what¬ 
ever reasons) began to pay closer attention to real traumas. 
Moreover, as we see from Freud’s obituary of Ferenczi, he 
was not prepared to let the public know any of this back¬ 
ground. Instead he altered the true history to create a more 
palatable version of Ferenczi’s past, one that reflected better 
on one of the founders of the psychoanalytic association, 
whether to protect the memory of his once cherished friend 
or to protect the profession of psychoanalysis (for it would 
not be instructive for the public to know Ferenczi’s true 
story). 


ferenczi’s “illness” 

These obituaries and the subsequent published comments 
by Freud, Jones, and others do not represent the real feelings 
of these analysts toward Ferenczi. The letters which I found 
in Freud’s desk and in the Jones and Colchester Archives in 
England make clear what these men really thought. Four 
days after Ferenczi died, Freud, in an unpublished letter 
dated May 29, 1933, wrote Jones: 

The loss was certainly not new; for years Ferenczi was not 
with us, in fact, not even with himself. One more easily gets an 
overview now of the slow process of destruction to which he 
fell victim. His organic symptoms in the last two years were 
a pernicious anemia which soon resulted in severe motor dis- 
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turbances. Liver therapy improved his blood but had no in¬ 
fluence on the other. In the last few weeks he could no longer 
walk or stand up. At the center was the conviction that I did 
not love him enough, that I did not want to recognize his 
works, and also that I had badly analyzed him. His innova¬ 
tions in technique were connected to this, since he wanted 
to show me how lovingly one must treat one’s patients in 
order to help them. In fact, these were regressions to the com¬ 
plexes of his childhood, the chief pain of which was the 
[alleged] fact that his mother had not loved him, a middle 
child among eleven or thirteen others, passionately or ex¬ 
clusively enough. He would himself become a better mother, 
and in fact found the children he needed. Among them was 
a suspect American woman, to whom he devoted four or five 
hours a day (Mrs. Severn?) [so in original]. When she left 
he believed that she could influence him through vibrations 
sent across the ocean. He said that she analyzed him and 
thereby saved him. (So he played both roles, was both the 
mother and the child.) She seems to have produced in him a 
pseudologia phantastica, since he believed her accounts of 
the most strange childhood traumas, which he then defended 
against us. In these disorders was snuffed out his once so 
brilliant intelligence. But let us preserve his sad exit as a secret 
among ourselves. 

Jones responded on June 3, 1933, in an unpublished letter 
that I found in the Jones Archives in London: 

It was distressing to hear of the bad time that poor Ferenczi 
must have gone through, but I hear from Roheim that the end 
was unexpectedly sudden and without suffering. Presumably 
there was degeneration of the spinal cord which sometimes 
accompanies pernicious anemia. I will of course keep secret 
what you told me about the American lady, but I am afraid 
the paranoia is public news: it was sufficiently obvious to all 
analysts from his last Congress paper [emphasis added]. 
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When Jones writes that “the paranoia is public news” he is 
referring first of all to Freud’s claim that Ferenczi was suffer¬ 
ing from a pseudologia phantastica. This is a psychiatric 
term, which the German medical dictionary Pschyrembel 
(s.v.) defines as the “invention of experiences that are just 
fairy-tales.” Freud is stating that Ferenczi’s belief in the 
reality of Mrs. Severn’s memories of childhood traumas 
demonstrates that he suffered from this “disease.” Jones 
agrees with Freud and adduces further proof: Ferenczi’s 
Congress paper, “Confusion of Tongues,” was evidence that 
Ferenczi was paranoid, because in that paper he said that 
what his patients remembered from their early childhood 
were not inventions; the traumas were real. Freud and Jones 
agreed that this act of faith on Ferenczi’s part was paranoid. 
Such events, Jones and Freud insisted, had never taken place 
in reality but were only fantasies of Ferenczi’s patients. 

In an unpublished letter to Eitingon written on August 28, 
1933, Freud reveals the true reason for his disappointment 
with Ferenczi: 

His source is what patients tell him when he manages to put 
them into what he himself calls a state similar to hypnosis. 
He then takes what he hears as revelations, but what one really 
gets are the fantasies of patients about their childhood, and 
not the [real] story. My first great etiological error also arose 
in this very way [emphasis added]. The patients suggest some¬ 
thing to him, and he then reverses it. I have insisted for years 
that he regressed to his earlier neurosis as he grew older. 

What Freud states here explicitly is that memories of seduc¬ 
tion (and, by extension, of real traumas) are not memories 
at all, but fantasies. Since Ferenczi had told Freud, during 
his analysis, that one of the great traumas of his childhood 
had been the fact that he was unloved (as opposed to the 
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feeling that he had been unloved), it is very likely that Freud 
would have regarded this memory of Ferenczi’s as a fantasy 
and not a reality. Freud could not know whether Ferenczi’s 
patients “imagined” their traumas, any more than he could 
know whether Ferenczi imagined his trauma. Ferenczi, in 
fact, wrote to Groddeck on December 25, 1921, in a letter 
just released: 

It is certain [emphasis added] that as a child I received from 
my mother too little love and too much severity. . . . Senti¬ 
ments and caresses were unknown in our family. Feelings such 
as modest [?] respect for parents, etc., were all the more jeal¬ 
ously cultivated. From such an education, could anything 
other than hypocrisy be the result? The most important thing 
was to keep up appearances, to keep “evil habits” hidden 
away. It is thus that I became an excellent student and a 
secret masturbator.®® 

Even more important, Freud tells Eitingon that Ferenczi 
should not believe his patients, for “what one really gets are 
the fantasies of patients about their childhood, and not the 
[real] story [or history].” Yet how can Freud know what did 
or did not happen to Ferenczi’s patients in their childhood? 
Unless of course he had made the decision that nothing had 
ever happened to anybody, and that any belief to the con¬ 
trary was the product of imagination or, even worse, of 
paranoia. Freud never met Mrs. Severn. How can he know, 
as he writes to Jones, that “her accounts of the most strange 
childhood traumas” are not true accounts? When he accuses 
her of having produced in Ferenczi a pseudologia phantastica, 
that is, a belief in bizarre tales or lies, he is returning to the 
views of nineteenth-century psychiatry, that whenever a pa¬ 
tient tells of something inherently repulsive or upsetting (to 
the physician’s idea of social order), that “story” is attribut- 
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able to a disease, pseudologia phantastica. The German and 
French nineteenth-century psychiatrists wrote about pseudo¬ 
logia phantastica in children, the peculiar need to accuse 
their parents of strange crimes, that is, sexual assaults. Even 
Pschyrembel mentions the accusations by children of sexual 
assaults as coming under the aegis of this “illness."’ 

Nor is there any evidence that Ferenczi felt Mrs. Severn 
“could influence him through vibrations sent across the 
ocean.’’ What Ferenczi wrote, in his diary, was that the 
analysis of Mrs. Severn had sensitized him to certain aspects 
of telepathy. And in fact Ferenczi produced the only intelli¬ 
gent explanation of telepathy I have ever seen. Ferenczi says 
that “mediums” and other people who claim to be clairvoyant 
(though undoubtedly Ferenczi was less skeptical than I am, 
and believed them) have been forced into a kind of hyper¬ 
sensitivity from childhood. That is, they have been the victims 
of such cruelty on the part of their parents that in order to 
survive they had to develop a remarkable sensitivity to deter¬ 
mine what their parents were really feeling, so that they could 
avoid their murderous rage. The senses of a medium are 
more developed than other people’s senses out of dire neces¬ 
sity. To protect themselves, they learned to see what other 
people avoided seeing. 

Freud felt that Ferenczi was paranoid to believe his pa¬ 
tients (and his own memories) when they said that parents 
could be cruel and sexually violent to their children. Jones 
agreed with Freud; “. . . it was sufficiently obvious to all 
analysts from his last Congress paper.” Because Ferenczi 
told the assembled analysts that these things really happened, 
that children were often the victims of sexual abuse, were 
often beaten and destroyed as human beings, and that it was 
incumbent on analysts to find some means of dealing with 
such suffering instead of denying it, he was considered para¬ 
noid. It was a high price to pay for telling the truth. 
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CONCLUSION 

Jones, referring to Ferenczi’s paper in his obituary notice, 
wrote: “Ferenczi showed unmistakable signs of mental re¬ 
gression in his attitude towards fundamental problems of 
psycho-analysis.” And in his book Free Associations: Mem¬ 
oirs of a Psycho-Analyst, Jones writes: 

During his final illness Ferenczi lost most of his old cheerful¬ 
ness and vitality, became heavy, depressed and ungracious, 
withdrew from his friends, and—most serious of all—allowed 
his scientific judgment to be gravely deflected.®® 

In my opinion Jones and the others wrote as they did 
about Ferenczi because they were seeking Freud’s approval. 
By “regression” Jones means that Ferenczi returned to 
Freud’s early views on seduction. Had Freud told the analysts 
that Ferenczi’s Congress paper was brilliant and profound, 
they might have agreed. Their view of Ferenczi was filtered 
through Freud’s eyes. 

Jones would have us believe that the case history of 
Sandor Ferenczi was easy to tell, the truth available to all. 
But the letters I found reveal a more complex and unpleasant 
story. Jones wrote a history that would support Freud’s 
version of the history of the psychoanalytic movement, not 
one that sought the truth. The great names of the history of 
psychoanalysis do not fare well in the cold light of these 
documents. 

The real disappointment, however, is Freud himself. Tlie 
distortions of Jones, Brill, Eitingon, and others do not matter 
so much. But what happened to Freud that he could so reso¬ 
lutely, so coldly turn his back on the man who had been his 
most beloved pupil and colleague? 
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Ferenczi in his 1932 paper had repeated the essence of 
Freud’s 1896 paper “The Aetiology of Hysteria” and went 
further by investigating the defenses that people develop to 
ward off the knowledge of their childhood wounds. Ferenczi’s 
paper is a response to Freud’s abandonment of the seduction 
theory, for it asserts that a real trauma can itself give rise to 
horrible fantasies—that these fantasies derive from a real 
event, they do not replace it. People fall ill from what hap¬ 
pened to them, not from what they imagine happened to 
them. It was as if Ferenczi were telling Freud: “You lacked 
the courage to stay with the truth and defend it. The move¬ 
ment that grew up around you is a product of this cowardice. 
I will not be part of it. I will not break faith with what I 
know to be true.” And that is what happened; Ferenczi died, 
but he did not recant. 

I believe this is what so disappointed Freud about Ferenczi, 
that he knew a truth and, u^ike Freud, would not give it 
up. This seems to be what Ferenczi himself thought. For in 
his diary (May i, 1932), he reveals an unknown side of 
Freud: 

I remember certain remarks that Freud made in my presence, 
evidently counting on my discretion: “Patients are riffraff” 
(Gesindel). I believe that Freud originally truly believed in 
analysis; he followed Breuer with enthusiasm, occupied him¬ 
self passionately and devotedly wth helping neurotic patients 
(lying on the floor for hours when necessary next to a person 
in a hysterical crisis[!]), but he must have been first shaken, 
then sobered by certain experiences more or less the way 
Breuer was upon the relapse of his patient and as a result of 
the problem of countertransference which suddenly opened up 
before Breuer like an abyss. In Freud’s case, this corresponds 
to the discovery of the mendacity of hysterics. Since this dis¬ 
covery, Freud no longer likes sick people. He returned to 
loving his orderly, cultured superego. Further proof that this 
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is so is Freud’s dislike of and expressions of disapproval di¬ 
rected at psychotics and perverts, in fact with respect to any¬ 
thing that is too abnormal . . 

Ferenczi is here referring to Freud’s disappointment when he 
became convinced that the “scenes” of seduction which he had 
originally believed to be true were lies. But there was no reason 
to be disappointed, for nobody had lied to Freud. The disappoint¬ 
ment is Freud’s own inability to believe his patients, for they 
were telling him the truth. The lies came from Freud and the 
whole psychoanalytic movement. Ferenczi, in 1932, was the one 
man who would have no part of this lie. 

The following fragment is the only indication that Ferenczi 
knew that his dispute with Freud would hasten his death. It 
comes from the unpublished diary that Ferenczi kept during the 
last few months of his life. 

OCT. 10, 1932 

The moment I realized that not only could I not count on the protec¬ 
tion of a “higher power” [Freud], but on the contrary, would be 
destroyed by this indifferent power as soon as I went my way instead 
of his, I developed pernicious anemia [lit. “blood-crisis”]. The 
insight which this experience led me to, was that I was only coura¬ 
geous (and capable of achievement) as long as (unconsciously) I 
leaned on this power, so that really I was never a “grown-up.” Scien¬ 
tific achievements, marriage, disagreements with strong colleagues 
— all of this was only possible under the protection of the idea that I 
could, under all circumstances, depend on my father-surrogate. Was 
it this identification with the “higher power,” this instantaneous for¬ 
mation of a superego, the support that in the past kept me from total 
collapse? Is the only possibility of my continued existence the giving- 
up of the greater part of my own self in order to carry out the will of 
this “higher power” (as if it were my own)? 

Just as I must now build new red blood-cells, so, too, if I can, must I 
create a new character-basis for myself, giving up the old one as false 
and unreliable? Am I faced with the choice, at 59, of dying, or refur- 
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bishing myself? On the other hand, does it make any sense to do noth¬ 
ing but live the life (or will) of another person? Is not this life nearly a 
death? Ifl risk this life, do I lose much? Who knows? . . . 1 have just 
thisminutereceivedafriendly personal letter from Jones. . . . I can¬ 
not deny that even this pleased me. For I felt abandoned by my col¬ 
leagues . . . , all of whom had too much fear of Freud to be objective 
in a dispute between Freud and me or even to show me any personal 
sympathy. 




CONCLUSION 


B etween 1897 and 1903, Freud came to believe that the 
case of his early patient Emma Eckstein was typical: 
most (though not all) of his women patients had deceived 
themselves and him. Their memories of seduction were noth¬ 
ing more than fantasies, or memories of fantasies—they were 
products of the Oedipus complex, part of normal childhood 
sexuality. 

The new world that opened up to Freud with this “dis¬ 
covery” was a remarkable one and permitted him to make a 
large number of genuine discoveries that have retained their 
value over the years: the sexual and emotional passions of 
childhood, the reality of the unconscious, the nature of trans¬ 
ference and resistance, repression, unconscious fantasies, the 
power of unconscious emotions, a need to repeat early sor¬ 
rows, and so on. 

The question whether psychoanalysis could have emerged 
had Freud retained his earlier belief that the memories of his 
patients were real, not fantasies, is hardly peripheral to the 
practice of psychoanalysis (and perhaps to the practice of 
psychotherapy in general, since most therapies are based, 
openly or implicitly, on Freudian theory). Psychoanalysts, 
beginning with Freud himself, agree that the abandonment 
of the seduction theory was the central stimulus to Freud’s 
later discoveries. The original existence and the persistence 
of psychoanalysis are, by universal agreement, linked to the 
abandonment of the seduction theory. The preceding chap- 
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ters have been concerned with the influences that came to 
bear on Freud, leading him away from the initial and un¬ 
popular insights he gained concerning the reality of abuse, 
physical and sexual, of children. I adduce a large number 
of new facts that were unknown before, or simply unnoticed, 
to support my opinion that Freud gave up this theory, not 
for theoretical or clinical reasons, but because of a personal 
failure of courage. I do not think that Freud ever made a 
conscious decision to ignore his earlier experiences or that 
he ever recognized what he did as a failure of courage. No 
doubt he believed he was doing the right thing, and the 
diflBcult thing, when he shifted his attention from external 
trauma to internal fantasy as the causative agent in mental 
illness. But that does not mean it represents the truth. 

In fact, in my opinion, Freud had abandoned an important 
truth: the sexual, physical, and emotional violence that is a 
real and tragic part of the lives of many children. If this 
abandoned truth was to be erased from the history of psycho¬ 
analysis (it was certainly there at the beginning), traces of it 
would also have to be removed from the later theory. This 
was a task best left to the psychoanalysts who came after 
Freud. I believe they have succeeded: by and large most 
analysts would not agree with Freud’s insights that in my view 
are implicit in the 1896 paper “The Aetiology of Hysteria” — 
that many (probably most) of their patients had violent and 
unhappy childhoods, not because of some defect in their charac¬ 
ter, but because of something terrible that had been done to 
them by their parents. If this etiological formula is true, and 
if it is further true that such events form the core of every serious 
neurosis, then it would be impossible to achieve a successful 
cure of a neurosis if this central event were ignored. 1 am inclined 
to accept the views of many recent authors, Florence Rush, 
Alice Miller, Judith Herman, and Louise Armstrong, 
among others, that the incidence of sexual violence in the early 
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lives of children is much higher than generally acknowledged 
(Diana Russell believes it to be as high as one in every three 
women in the general population; it is undoubtedly higher among 
women who seek psychotherapy). But whether it is openly 
stated or merely accepted as a hidden theoretical premise, the 
analyst who sees such a patient is trained to believe that 
her memories are fantasies. As such, the analyst, no matter 
how benevolent otherwise, does violence to the inner life of 
his patient and is in covert collusion with what made her ill in 
the first place. 

Genuine psychological discoveries—the unconscious, for 
example—cannot be properly used in such an atmosphere. 
No doubt much of the humiliation, hurt, and rage of the 
abused child would, in order for that child to survive, have 
to be repressed. If the analyst did not believe in the reality 
of events that would cause such emotions, he would have to 
ascribe the feelings to some inexplicable constitutional defect 
in the patient (a greater than usual need to be loved, for 
example). The entire analysis would be skewed. The irra¬ 
tional feelings that the patient develops for the analyst (the 
transference) would become inexplicable, since they would 
be rationally based on rage at the analyst for behaving like 
a parent who denied what he or she had done to the child. 
This is not a transference; it is a dim awareness of something 
that was done to the patient in childhood surfacing in the 
adult. Though rational and justified, such emotions would 
escape the comprehension of the analyst. In such an atmos¬ 
phere, treatment could be “successful” only if the patient 
suppressed her (or his) own knowledge of her past, and 
began to believe, with the analyst, that she was in the throes 
of inexplicable emotions. To become healthy the patient 
would have to come to share the view of the analyst, in a 
word, to become more like him, or more like what the 
analyst would like her to become. This would involve deny- 
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ing the patient’s very self. It spells the death of the patient’s 
independence and freedom. The silence demanded of the 
child by the person who violated her (or him) is perpetuated 
and enforced by the very person to whom she has come for 
help. Guilt entrenches itself, the uncertainty of one’s past 
deepens, and the sense of who one is is undermined. 

Free and honest retrieval of painful memories cannot 
occur in the face of skepticism and fear of the truth. If the 
analyst is frightened of the real history of his own science, he 
will never be able to face the past of any of his patients. 
Freud’s announcement of his new discoveries in the 1896 
address on the etiology of hysteria met with no reasoned 
refutation or scientific discussion, only disgust and disavowal. 
The idea of sexual violence in the family was so emotionally 
charged that the only response it received was irrational 
distaste. Faced with his colleagues’ hostility to his discoveries, 
Freud sacrificed his major insight. When Ferenczi, a genera¬ 
tion later, was led by his patients to the same discovery, he 
met with a similar response, only this time Freud played the 
role that some forty years earlier had been Krafft-Ebing’s. 
When, yet another forty years later, Robert Fliess urged upon 
the psychoanalytic community a re-examination of the theory 
of sexual trauma in childhood, he encountered the by now 
familiar response. In 1981 I attempted to call the attention 
of psychoanalysts to new evidence suggesting that the seduc¬ 
tion theory deserved serious reconsideration. I too, like 
Freud, Ferenczi, and Robert Fliess, met with irrational an¬ 
tagonism and ostracism. I was challenged, not on the basis 
of my evidence, but because I had revealed this evidence. It 
seems clear that this recurring hostility was not based on any 
pre-existing animosity toward the individual proponent of the 
seduction theory, but has its source in an emotionally charged 
aversion to the truth of the theory itself. 

The time has come to cease hiding from what is, after all, 
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one of the great issues of human history. For it is unforgivable 
that those entrusted with the lives of people who come to 
them in emotional pain, having suffered real wounds in child¬ 
hood, should use their blind reliance on Freud’s fearful 
abandonment of the seduction theory to continue the abuse 
their patients once suffered as children. 

If it is not possible for the therapeutic community to ad¬ 
dress this serious issue in an honest and open-minded manner, 
then it is time for their patients to stop subjecting themselves 
to needless repetition of their deepest and earliest sorrow. 
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AFTERWORD 


DID FREUD REALLY ABANDON THE SEDUCTION THEORY? 


Among the many criticisms that have been made of my book, 
x \ the one that seems to have impressed the public the most is 
the often-repeated assertion that I have misled people into believ¬ 
ing that Freud entirely rejected the seduction hypothesis in favor 
of fantasy. The criticism is that Freud did indeed give up the 
theory of seduction, but never ceased to believe that seduction 
played an important role in the origins of neurosis, though by no 
means an exclusive one. I have been accused of leaving out those 
passages in Freud’s later writings in which he definitely asserts 
the existence of real seductions and speaks of their tragic conse¬ 
quences. 

I would like to take this opportunity to clarify this matter, since 
we are not talking about opinions here, but facts, and they should 
not be impossible to ascertain. Let us, therefore, examine those 
passages in the twenty-four volumes of Freud that deal with sex¬ 
ual seductions and their role in neurosogenesis. I do not repeat 
the passages already cited in the book unless I explicitly state 
this. In the igi 6 Introductory Lectures on Psycho-Analysis (S.E. 

P- 370) Freud writes: 

Phantasies of being seduced are of particular interest, because so 
often they are not phantasies but real memories. Fortunately, how¬ 
ever, they are nevertheless not real as often as seemed at first to be 
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d)Ov> n b) the findings of analysis. Seduction by an older child ot by 
one of the same age is even more frequent than by an adult; and if in 
the case of giris who produce such an event in the story of their child¬ 
hood their father figures fairly regularly as the seducer, there can be 
no doubt either of the imaginary' nature of the accusation ot of the 
motive that has led to it. A phantasy of being seduced when no seduc¬ 
tion has occurred is usually employed by a child to screen the auto¬ 
erotic pjeriod of his sexual actixity. He spares himself shame about 
masturbatiwi by retrospectively phantasxing a desired object into 
these earliest tiroes. You must not suppose, however, that sexual 
abuse of a child by its nearest male relatives belongs entirely to the 
realm of frfiantasy. Most analx sts will have treated cases in which 
such events were real and could be unimpeachably established; but 
even so they related to the later years of childhood and had been trans¬ 
posed into earlier tiroes. 

In this passage Freud certainly says that seductions occur. But 
note that he does not actually say “so often they are not phanta¬ 
sies,” as Strachey translates, but in fact writes: nur zu oft, that is, 
“all too often.” But then Freud goes on to lessen the impact of 
this admission by saying that the father can never be guilty and 
that if the girl accuses him. it is clearly only a fantasy. Now we 
tnow precisely the opposite: that the vast majority of sexual 
assaults on children happen to girls, and that they are often done 
by fathers or stepy-fathers. Freud, as I have shown in chapter two 
of my book, roost likely knew the frequency with which fathers 
w ere guilty of this crinae. He just didn't talk about it, except, as 
w e shall see, in a single footnote. Moreover, Freud goes on to say 
that in the cases of boys, when such events do happen, they pre¬ 
sumably only occur in the later years of childhood and not earlier. 
We know now that the average age is eight, and Freud, too, knew 
that many of these rapes happxened in very early childhood (as his 
letters to Fliess prove beyond any doubt). But Freud’s conclu¬ 
sion, stated in this essay and quoted in my book, is (to cite a pas¬ 
sage I did not quote, from page 368 ); “Phantasies possess 
psychical as contrasted w ith material reality’, and we gradually 
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learn to understand that in the world of the neuroses it is psychi¬ 
cal reality which is the decisive kind [emphasis in original].” 

Then in 1924, in a footnote to the Katharina case, Freud 
acknowledged that the seducer was not the uncle, as he had stated 
in the printed text, but the father. I quote this passage in my book. 
It certainly does not show that Freud accorded the father any par¬ 
ticular significance in the etiology of the neuroses, but only that 
he felt guilty for having suppressed this information. Again in 
1924, in a footnote he added to the 1896 paper, ‘‘The Neuro- 
Psychoses of Defence,” in which he had spoken at length of the 
reality of seduction, he writes (S.E. 3, p. 168): 

This section is dominated by an error which I have since repeatedly 
acknowledged and corrected. At that time 1 was not yet able to distin¬ 
guish between my patients’ phantasies about their childhood years 
and their real recollections. As a result, I attributed to the aetiological 
factor of seduction a significance and universality which it does not 
possess. When this error had been overcome, it became possible to 
obtain an insight into the spontaneous manifestations of the sexuality 
of children which I described in my Three Essays on the Theory of 
Sexuality (1905). Nevertheless, we need not reject everything writ¬ 
ten in the text above. Seduction retains a certain aetiological impor¬ 
tance, and even to-day 1 think some of these psychological comments 
are to the point. 

But if this passage indicates that Freud reassigned significance to 
the etiological importance of seduction, then we would have to 
find it in his later work. Does it in fact appear? Let us continue to 
examine the only passages on seduction in the later Freud. In 
fact, what Freud meant by this passage is clearly explained in his 
1925 Autobiographical Study (S.E. 20, pp. 33-34), which con¬ 
tains his most carefully thought-out explanation for his early 
belief in the etiological significance of seduction. The passage is 
critical and deserves to be quoted in full: 

Before going further into the question of infantile sexuality I must 
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mention an error into which I fell for a while and which might well 
have had fatal consequences for the w^hole of my work. Under the 
influence of the technical procedure which I used at that time, the 
majority of my patients reproduced from their childhood scenes in 
which they were sexually seduced by some grown-up person. With 
female patients the part of seducer was almost always assigned to 
their father. I believed these stories, and consequently supposed that 1 
had discovered the roots of the subsequent neurosis in these experi¬ 
ences of sexual seduction in childhood. My confidence was strength¬ 
ened by a few cases in which relations of this kind with a father, 
uncle, or elder brother had continued up to an age at which memory 
was to be trusted. If the reader feels inclined to shake his head at my 
credulity, I cannot altogether blame him; though 1 may plead that this 
was at a time w hen I was intentionally keeping my critical faculty in 
abeyance so as to preserve an unprejudiced and receptive attitude 
towards the many novelties which were coming to my notice every 
day. WTien, however, I was at last obliged to recognize that these 
scenes of seduction had never taken place, and that they were only 
phantasies which my patients had made up or which I myself had per¬ 
haps forced on them, I was for some time completely at a loss . . . 
neurotic symptoms were not related directly to actual events but to 
w ishful phantasies, and that as far as the neurosis w^as concerned psy¬ 
chical reality was of more importance than material reality. I do not 
believe even now that I forced the seduction-phantasies on my 
patients, that I ‘suggested’ them. I had in fact stumbled for the first 
time upon the Oedipus complex, w hich was later to assume such an 
overwhelming importance, but which 1 did not recognize as yet in its 
disguise of phantasy. Morever, seduction during childhood retained a 
certain share, though a humbler one, in the aetiology of neuroses. But 
the seducers turned out as a rule to have been older children. 

Clearly, by his owm admission, Freud is turning his interest 
away from real traumas, to the nature and significance of fantasy. 
Freud says explicitly, that from now on, for him, fantasy is more 
impK)rtant than reality. And this statement is certainly borne out 
by his later writings. He does not, in any of his twenty^-three vol¬ 
umes of collected w^ritings, concentrate on reality after the 1896 
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papers. A few years later, in 1931, in his essay “Female Sexual¬ 
ity” {S.E. 21, p. 238) Freud writes what Strachey (p. 238, foot¬ 
note I) calls “the last phase of a long story”: 

The women patients showing a strong attachment to their mother in 
which I have been able to study the pre-Oedipus phase have all told 
me that when their mother gave them enemas or rectal douches they 
used to offer the greatest resistance and react with fear and screams of 
rage. ... In regard to the passive impulses of the phallic phase, it is 
noteworthy that girls regularly accuse their mother of seducing them. 
This is because they necessarily received their first, or at any rate 
their strongest, genital sensations when they were being cleaned and 
having their toilet attended to by their mother. . . . The fact that the 
mother thus unavoidably initiates the child into the phallic phase is, I 
think, the reason why, in fantasies of later years, the father so regu¬ 
larly appears as the sexual seducer. When the girl turns away from her 
mother, she also makes over to her father her introduction into sexual 
life. 

Now it is clear what Freud meant by the real share of seduction — 
he regarded it as inevitable, and quite other than the kinds of 
criminal acts he originally described. Moreover, fathers recede 
ever further into the background. Freud either no longer 
believed, or was no longer prepared to say, that fathers often rape 
their daughters. The final mention of the theory of seduction 
occurs, appropriately enough, in the New Introductory Lec¬ 
tures, in the lecture on femininity {S.E. 22, p. 120): 

You will recall an interesting episode in the history of analytic 
research which caused me many distressing hours. In the period in 
which the main interest was directed to discovering infantile sexual 
traumas, almost all my women patients told me that they had been 
seduced by their father. I was driven to recognize in the end that these 
reports were untrue and so came to understand that hysterical symp¬ 
toms are derived from phantasies and not from real occurrences. It 
was only later that I was able to recognize in this phantasy of being 
seduced by the father the expression of the typical Oedipus complex 
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in women. And now we find the phantasy of seduction once more in 
the pre-Oedipus prehistory of girls; but the seducer is regularly the 
mother. Here, however, the phantasy touches the ground of reality, 
for it was really the mother who by her activities over the child’s 
bodily hygiene inevitably stimulated, and perhaps even roused for 
the first time, pleasurable sensations in her genitals. 

This is Freud’s last word on the theory of seduction.' Not only 
does he repeat here that the early reports were simply untrue, he 
also deprives his women patients even further of their real memo¬ 
ries: for he has decided for them that when they do tell him what 
their mothers did to them, these memories should be translated 
into fantasies, and that nothing happened that was not entirely 
usual and normal. It is clear from this passage, written towards 
the end of his life, that Freud looked upon his earlier belief in the 
significance of seduction as an error, and that he was not prepared 
to accept as real memories from his women patients in which 
either men or women were accused of real sexual assault on 
children. 

In the light of these passages, I do not believe that I distorted 
Freud’s views, or led my readers to believe that Freud had 
renounced a theory he in fact continued to believe in, though to a 
modified extent. I think Freud’s words are perfectly clear and 
unambiguous, but each reader can judge for him or herself 
whether I have misled anyone. 


' There is some evidence that at the very end of his life (in 1938) Freud once 
again was inclined to assign significance to sexual traumas in the genesis of 
neuroses, but the passages are too sketchy to permit any definitive conclusion 
(seeS.E. 23, pp. 75-76, and 187). 
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German and French editions of this work, containing source material 
in the original languages, are being published by Rowohlt Verlag and 
Aubier Montaigne, respectively. 

ABBREVIATIONS 

G.W. Sigmund Freud, Gesammelte Werke (Collected Works), 
edited by Anna Freud, with the collaboration of Marie 
Bonaparte, E. Bibring, W. Hoffer, E. Kris, and O. Isakower 
(i8 vols.; London; Imago Publishing Co., 1940-1952). 

Int. J. Psycho-Anal. International Journal of Psycho-Analysis 
Int. Z. Psychoanal. Internationale Zeitschrift fur Psychoanalyse 
Jones Ernest Jones, Sigmund Freud: Life and Work (3 vols.; New 
York: Basic Books, 1954-1957). 

Origins Sigmund Freud, The Origins of Psychoanalysis: Letters to 
Wilhelm Fliess, Drafts and Notes: 1887-1902, edited by Marie 
Bonaparte, Anna Freud, and Ernst Kris, authorized transla¬ 
tion by Eric Mosbacher (letters) and James Strachey (drafts), 
introduction by Ernst Kris (New York: Basic Books, 1954)- 
S.E. The Standard Edition of the Complete Psychological Works of 
Sigmund Freud, translated from the German under the general 
editorship of James Strachey, in collaboration with Anna 
Freud, assisted by Alix Strachey and Alan Tyson (24 vols.; 
London: Hogarth Press and the Institute of Psycho-Analysis, 

1953-1974). 


J. '*The Aetiology of Hysteria'' 

I. “The Aetiology of Hysteria,” S.E., 3, pp. 191-221. For the 
German text, I have used Gesammelte Werke (Collected Works), 
edited by Anna Freud, with the collaboration of Marie Bonaparte, 
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E. Bibring, W. Hoffer, E. Kris, and O. Isakower (4th ed.; Frankfurt 
am Main: Fischer, 1972), i, pp. 425-459. 

2. 5.E., 14, p. 21. 

3. My translation of this passage (cf. G.W., i, p. 452) differs 
somewhat from that given by Strachey, reproduced in Appendix B. 

4. Max Schur, Freud: Living and Dying (New York: Interna¬ 
tional Universities Press, 1972), p. 104. 

5. 5.E., 3, p. 204. The German reads: ‘*hdchst ungem erin- 
nerte Realitdt** so the translation should read: “and remembered with 
the greatest reluctance.’’ 

6. S.E., 3, p. 199. 

7. On February 4, 1888, at the beginning of their corre- 
spondence, Freud wrote to Fliess: 

Honorable Christendom is verv^ indecent. Yesterday there was a 
major scandal in the Medical Society. They wanted to force us 
to subscribe to a new weekly journal which is intended to repre¬ 
sent the purified, exact, and Christian views of a few Hofrathe 
[high civil servants] who have long ago forgotten what work is 
like. Of course, they are succeeding; I feel very much like re¬ 
signing. {The Origins of Psychoanalysis; first sentence omitted) 

The journal in question was the Wiener klinische Wochenschrift, the 
first issue of which appeared on April 5, 1888. The vcte in favor of 
subscribing was 93 to 29, with Freud, evidently, among those who 
rejected the proposal. In 1931 Freud was elected an honorary mem¬ 
ber of the very same society, and in fact never resigned. As far as 
I know, the April 21, 1896, meeting of the Society^ for Psychiatr)' and 
Neurology was reported in only one other journal, Neurologisches 
Zentralblatt, 15 (1896), pp. 709-710, but Freud’s paper is not even 
mentioned there by title. 

8. Wiener klinische Rundschau, 10 (1896), (22) pp. 379- 
381, (23) pp. 395-397. (24) pp- 413-415. (25) pp- 432-433. and 
(26) pp. 450-452 (May 31, June 7, 14, 21, and 28). 

9. “An Autobiographical Studv^ (1925), 5.E., 20, p. 34 
(G.lf^., I4,p.59). 

10. Ibid. This is the strongest statement Freud was ever to 
make about the unreality of these events. By and large it has been 
followed by analysts ever since, 

11. This was reported in a meeting of the Vienna Psycho- 
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analytic Society, January 24, 1912. The English version of the 
Society’s proceedings, published in four volumes, is Minutes of the 
Vienna Psychoanalytic Society^ edited by H. Nunberg and E. Federn, 
translated by Marianne Nunberg in collaboration with Harold Col- 
lines (New York: International Universities Press, 1962-1975). The 
account of this meeting is in vol. 4: /9/2-/9/S. 

12. “On the History of the Psycho-Analytic Movement” 
(1914) ( 5 .E., 14, p. 13) and “An Autobiographical Study” (1925) 
( 5 .E., 20, p. 13). 


2 . Freud at the Paris Morgue 

1. Freud’s obituary of Charcot was published on September 
9, 1893, ^ few days after his death, in the Wiener klinische Wochen- 
schrift, 43 (37), pp. 1513-1520, and is translated in 5 .E., 3, pp. 
11-23. Strachey (5.E., 3, p. 9) says of Freud’s work at the Salpetriere: 
“This was the turning point in his career, for it was during this period 
that his interest shifted from neuropathology to psychopathology— 
from physical science to psychology. Whatever other and deeper 
factors were concerned in this change, the immediate determinant 
was undoubtedly the personality of Charcot.” In the obituary (p. 17) 
Freud writes: “Charcot was positively fascinating. Each of his lec¬ 
tures was a little work of art in construction and composition; it 
was perfect in form and made such an impression that for the rest 
of the day one could not get the sound of what he had said out of 
one’s ears or the thought of what he had demonstrated out of one’s 
mind.” 

2. Annales d'hygiene publique et de medecine legale, 2nd ser., 
13 (i860), pp. 361-398. All page references are to this first edition. 
The article was reprinted, more or less word for word, in Tardieu’s 
book Etude medico-legale sur les blessures (A Forensic Study of 
Wounds) (Paris: J. B. Bailliere, 1879), PP* 69-109. 

3. Dictionnaire encyclopedique des sciences medicales, 3rd 
ser., 15 (1885), s.v. This article also contains a long list of publica¬ 
tions. The Catalogue general des livres imprimes de la Bibliotheque 
Nationale (vol. 182) lists his major works; there are some 59 entries 
in the National Union Catalogue, There is a long article on Tardieu’s 
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achievements in the Grand Dictionnaire universel du ig siecle 
(Larousse), 14 (1875), P* 1472. La Grande Encyclopedie, 30, p. 933, 
says of him: “// a donne une grande impulsion aux etudes medicates, 
et a su traiter avec un tact parfait les affaires medico-legales les plus 
epineuses” There is an obituary by Paul Brouardel in Annales 
d'hygiene publique et de medecine legale, 3rd ser., i (1879), PP- 
187-192. There is more about his teaching and publications in an 
article by L. Thoinot, “Histoire de la chaire de medecine legale de 
la faculte de Paris, 1795—1906,” Annales cThygiene publique et de 
medecine legale, 4th ser., 6 (1906), pp. 482-549. Chauffard, in an 
obituary published in UUnion medicate, 27 (1879), pp. 81-87, 
mentions that Tardieu had kept a notebook listing all the police 
reports he had made, and they numbered 5,239. His most famous 
books are the immense tome he wrote with Z. Roussin, Etude medico- 
legale et clinique sur Vempoisonnement (Paris: J. B. Bailliere, 1867), 
and the three-volume Dictionnaire d'hygiene publique et de salubrite 
(Paris: J. B. Bailliere, 1852-1854). Of interest to psychology is his 
Etude medico-legale sur Favortement, suivie (Tobservations et de 
recherches pour servir a Vhistoire medico-legale des grossesses fausses 
et simulees (Paris: J. B. Bailliere, 1856), which went into three edi¬ 
tions, and his later book. Etude medico-legale sur Vinfanticide (Paris: 
J. B. Bailliere, 1868), which, strangely enough, makes no use of the 
material from his i860 article on the brutal treatment of children. 
His book on insanity. Etude medicchlegale sur la folie (Paris: J. B. 
Bailliere, 1872), is somewhat disappointing, though it does contain 
one fascinating case histor)^ (p. 172) of a beautiful young aristocratic 
Austrian woman, at the end of which Tardieu speaks of the “instinc¬ 
tive irresistible impulses that certain hysterical women fall prey to.” 

4. Both Tardieu’s article on cruelty inflicted on children and 
his book on attentats were preceded by the work of Adolphe Toul- 
mouche (1798-?), professor of medicine and pharmacy in Rennes 
and also a well-known archaeologist. In 1856 he published a long 
article in Annales cThygiene publique et de medecine legale (2nd ser., 
6, pp. 100-145) entitled “Des Attentats a la pudeur et du viol,” which, 
together with another article in the same journal (22 [1864], pp. 333- 
383), entitled ‘Des Attentats a la pudeur: des tentatives de viol sur 
des enfants ou des fiUes a peine nubiles et sur des adultes, et des 
grossesses simulees ou reelles suivies ou non d’infanticides, particu- 
larites pratiques,” was published in book form by J. B. Bailliere in 
Paris in 1864. Toulmouche begins his 1856 article by stating: 
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Cases of attempted rape, of erotic acts against children or young 
girls, called in legal terms “assault on morals,” being extremely 
frequent in large population centers and even in the country, it is 
important to be well aware of the nature of these criminal 
attempts. I will, therefore, devote the first part of this paper to 
their investigation and I will reveal what the experience of 
twenty-eight years of providing expert opinion to the courts has 
taught me in this respect. 

Toulmouche is the first to point out (p. 102) that a sexual act can 
take place without leaving any trace, and that, especially on very 
young girls, seductive acts may be limited to rubbing and touching 
the genitals or may go as far as an attempt at intromission, but with¬ 
out success: “the legal physician should not conclude that attempted 
rape has not taken place, but only that the act of copulation was not 
entirely completed” (p. 104). Unlike Tardieu, however, Toulmouche 
rarely informs us who the perpetrator of the crime is, generally 
calling him simply le prevenu (the accused). In one case, though 
(p. 129), which caused a great public stir, a wealthy man was 
accused of raping his two-and-a-half-year-old daughter, and indeed 
Toulmouche was called upon by the court to examine the child and 
discovered that she was venereally infected. Tardieu, who by and 
large ignores other writers, even in later editions of his book, praises 
Toulmouche. In the i860 article as well, he cites as his only prede¬ 
cessor an article by Toulmouche which appeared in Annales d*hygiene 
publique et de medecine legale (ist ser., 50 [1853], pp. 424-449), 
entitled “Considerations medico-legales sur deux cas assez rares 
d’aberration mentale.” The second case (p. 437), which may indeed 
be the first ever reported of a sadistic assault on a young child, is 
that of a four-year-old girl who was whipped by her godfather, on 
November 23, 1838, from two o’clock in the afternoon until nightfall, 
and then more or less continuously over the next three days. Her god¬ 
father was “teaching her to count.” She was asked to count the 
strokes of the whip as they fell on her, until “the sheets were covered 
in blood, the poor victim cried out miserably for a long time, then 
lost all strength, was completely motionless, and shortly thereafter 
died” (p. 438). Toulmouche notes that the medical expert did not 
examine the genitals of the young girl, and it is clear that he suspects 
that she was raped as well. On p. 441 he speaks of the effects the 
“terrible emotions and the continual pain and fear” had in causing 
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Neither Silverman nor Rabouille discusses any possible link with 
Freud and psychoanalysis. 

6. E.g., Paul Brouardel’s UInfanticide (Paris: J. B. Bailliere, 
1897), which is primarily about abortion, does not cite Tardieu’s 
article on child abuse, and in fact does not mention cruelty to children 
at all. Here he follows G. Tourde’s article on infanticide in Diction- 
naire encyclopedique des sciences medicales (1889), pp. 642-672, 
s.v. 

7. The term attentat aux moeurs literally means “offense 
against morals” and comprises indecent exposure, attempted rape, 
and rape. 

8. The book went through seven editions: 1857, 1858, 1859, 
1862, 1867, 1873, and 1878. The first edition contained 176 pages; 
the last, 296 pages. There was a German translation of the third 
edition, Die Vergehen gegen die Sittlichkeit in staatsdrztlicher Bezie- 
hung, translated by W. Thiele (Weimar: Voigt, i860), which was 
widely cited in the German literature and clearly influenced Krafft- 
Ebing. 

9. Nowhere in the literature of the time was I able to find 
mention of the psychological consequences of such violence on the 
later emotional life of the child, with one exception (apart from 
Freud’s 1896 papers). That was Charles Samson Fere (1852-1907), 
in his Ulnstinct sexuel: evolution et dissolution (Paris: Felix Alcan, 
18.99)» a copy of which Freud owned. Fere mentions the work done 
on attentats aux moeurs, citing Tardieu, Brouardel, and Lacassagne. 
In chapter 12, “Education et hygiene sexuelles,” Fere shows a great 
deal more understanding than other authors of his time in recognizing 
the long-term effects of early traumas, and the fact that they work 
below the surface of conscious memory. See in particular pp. 274, 
291, and 296-297. 

10. Catalogue du Fond Lacassagne, edited by Cl. Roux, 
Bibliotheque de la Ville de Lyon (Lyon: Imprimerie Nouvelle 
Lyonnaise, 1922). Manuscripts are listed as well. Curiously enough, 
not a single work by Freud is contained in the collection. 

11. Archives d'anthropologie criminelle et des sciences 
pennies, i (1886), pp. 59-68. Lacassagne is also the author of a 
well-known textbook. Precis de medecine legale, written in collabora¬ 
tion with Etienne Martin (3rd ed.; Paris: Masson, 1921). The fifth 
chapter of that book is “Des Questions relatives a I’instinct sexuel et 
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aux fonctions de reproduction,” and pp. attentats 

aux moeurs, 

12. Archives d’anthropologie criminelle et des sciences 
penales, i (l886), pp. 396-436. 

13. Laboratoire de Medecine Legale de Lyon (Paris; Octave 
Doin, 1886). On the title page is the following quotation from 
Alfred Fournier; 

We uill deal with sad things and with sad people, but public 
interest demands that both occupy our attention. This is a duty 
that the medical doctor must not shirk, for the very business of 
the ph\*sician is to be a witness to such shameful events. 

In my opinion Bernard is citing this passage with a different interpre¬ 
tation than the one Fournier intended when he wTOte it. For 
Fournier, the shameful events were the lies told by children; for 
Bernard, the shameful events are the deeds of adults, genuine traumas 
from the external w’orld. 

14. A more elaborate discussion of this problem is by L. 
Penard, “Dc ITnter^’ention du medecin-legiste dans les questions 
d’attentats aux moeurs,” Annales tfhygient publique et de medecine 
legale, 2nd ser., 14 (i860), pp. 130-205, 345-405. The only duty 
of the ph>*sician reporting to the courts, Penard says, is to bring the 
truth to light, and in order to do this “he must remain impartial, not 
allowing his convictions to be moved by any more or less pathetic 
incident he hears of, in a word, remaining completely impervious to 
the movements of passion” (p. 405). 

15. E. Gley: “Les Aberrations de Tinstinct sexuel,” Revue 
philosophique, 17 (1884), p. 66. The article is a review of the 
literature on this subject, including the paper by Charcot and 
Magnan. On p. 91 he cites Tardieu, “who provided a justly famous 
portrait of men addicted to this vice.” In effect, neaiiy half of 
Tardieu’s book on attentats aux moeurs is devoted to homosexuality. 

16. 5.E., 7, p. 143 n. 

17. This article appeared in two parts, the first in Archives 
de neurologic, 7 (Jan.-Feb. 1882), pp. 53-60, and the second (with 
the full title, which was partially omitted in the first part) on pp. 296- 
322. Magnan was also a leading figure in the French tradition of the 
theory of degeneration and inherited dispositions, Freud had in his 
personal librarv' a copy of Magnan and M. Legrain’s Les Degeneres 
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(Paris: Rueff, 1895), which he took with him to London, along with 
Magnan’s psychiatric lectures. 

18. Annales medico-psychologiques, 7th ser., i (1885), p. 
455: “For the last eight years she has felt an irresistible need to 
sleep with one of her young nephews.” There were, in fact, five 
nephews, and she felt the same compulsion to sleep with each of 
them until he reached the age of puberty, at which time she would 
switch her affection to the next younger one. 

19. Published in Progres medicaU 2nd ser., i (1885), pp. 
49-50, 65-68, 84-86. Also note Magnan’s article, “Obsession et 
impulsion genitale,” Journal de medecine et de chirurgie pratique, 
54 (1883), pp. 21-25, which provides the curious story of a man 
who, from a very early age (five or six), was sexually aroused by 
the sight of a night bonnet, especially on the head of an older, and 
preferably ugly, woman. This sexual peculiarity stayed with him the 
rest of his life. Even in his marriage to a young and beautiful woman, 
he could only have an ejaculation by conjuring up the image of the 
night bonnet. In all these cases one sees the French authors approach¬ 
ing some understanding of the genesis of this form of perversion, 
namely an early sexual experience with a forbidden object, yet none 
of them actually is able to take this step, with the possible exception 
of Fere. Magnan, in this article (p. 24), even provides the hint: 

But his obsession goes back to his childhood; then, for a long 
time, he shared the bed of one of his relatives who was much 
older than he. He became aware that the mere sight of the 
night bonnet that his companion wore brought about some 
genital excitement. Later he often observed an old servant 
undress herself and put on a night bonnet. This similar sight 
produced the same effect, and later on the thought of an old 
and ugly face, but adorned with that bonnet, was enough to 
stimulate his sexual organ. 

20. Psychiatrische Vorlesungen von V, Magnan, translated by 
P. J. Mobius (6 vols.; Leipzig: Georg Thieme, 1890-1894). 

21. Der Hypnotismus und die venvandten Zustdnde vom 
Standpunkte der gerichtlichen Median, foreword by J. M. Charcot 
(Hamburg: A.-G. Richert, 1889), Traite clinique et therapeutique de 
Vhysterie, d*apres Venseignement de la Salpetriere (3 vols.; Paris: 
E. Plon, Nourrit, 1891-1895), and finally Les Etats neurastheniques, 
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tonnes dzjKLqokes. crsirerzeni dzagmstique (Paris: J. B. BaillicrCy 

22. Pncushed in Bzdlecin de Is sociite de medecine legale 

de froTLce^ 9 1SS7), pp, 330—399. On p- 67 of Les Attentats aux 

mceurs (1909; bat note that the reference is to an event that took 
piace m 13^5 s Broaardel cites frocn his student Gilles de la Tourette 
i case that Bracardel examined on December 29^ iSSs^ in which he 
claimed that the woman was a hysteric and invented the rape. It is 
likely that Freird heard of this case when he attended Brouardefs 
classes over the next few months. 

23. There is no study of BrouardeTs life or work. Some bio- 
zraphical iafccmatiOQ b to be found in the Dictionnaire de biographie 
^anqaise ( edited by Prevest and D’Amat), voL 7 (1956). See also 
La Grande Encjclopediey, vot. S, s.v. There is a long obituary by the 
successor to Brocardefs chair^ Leon Thoinot, published in Annales 
d'kjgiene pabtzque et de medecine legale ( which Brouardel founded), 
ath ser-, 6 (1906). pp. 193-245- Accordmg to Thoinot (p. 197) 
Breuardd. rave his demoostraticcs at the morgue on Wednesdays, his 
issrstan 3 Descoust and Vlbert on Mondays and Fridays. The subject 
was always a real one, e-g., infanticide, and not, as Thoinot empha¬ 
sizes, ‘Active.”’ Like Charcot, Brouardel was interested in hypnotism, 
as w'e see from his article “’Md accompli pendant le sommeil hypno- 
dcue’^ ' Rape Committed during Hypnotic Sleep), Annales tThygiene 

et de midecine legale^ 3rd set-, l (1S79). A small book of 
his which brought hrm to the attendon of the pubKc was endtled 
Le Secret rzedlcsl (PubScadons de Medecine Legale a la Faculte de 
M^ecine de Paris) (P^ris: J. B Bailliere. 1S87). On p. 160 of that 
bock he reports the case of "dwo brothers, seven and nine, infected 
with anal pustules, obvious signs of sexual assaults and of the trans- 
imsskn of sypMis-’^ See also his ""Signes atinbues a la pedsrasde,^ 
.■i.nTtoLes ef hygiene pubBqzie et de medecine legale^ 3rd ser., 4 (iSSo). 
La-cassagne published an obituary of Brouardel in his Archives 
danikropologie cri/rdnelley, 21 (1906), pp. 759—764. For a list of 
octiuanes of BrouardeL see Index Catalogue of the Library of the 
Sargeofi Gerter^s Ofice^, 2nd ser.,. 3 fT922), s.v. 

24 . (>x?ted in Jaroslav Nemec, Highlights in Medicolegal 
RelanoKT^ DHHW' Pub. no. 76—1109 (W^ashington: Superintendent 
of Documents. 1976). 

25 Paul BrocardeL on p. 294 of his ardcle “Insdtut Medico- 
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legal de TUniversite de Paris,” Annales d*hygiene publique et de 
medecine legale, 3rd ser., 50 (1903), pp. 289-297. 

26. First printed in J. and R. Gicklhorn’s Sigmund Freuds 
akademische Laufbahn im Lichte der Dokumente (Vienna: Urban 
und Schwarzenberg, i960). Translated into English in 5.E., i, pp. 
3-15- 

27. Letters of Sigmund Freud, 1873-1939, edited by Ernst L. 
Freud, translated by Tania and James Stern (New York: Basic Books, 
1961). Cf. La Gazette de France, Thursday, January 22, 1886, under 
the heading Faits Divers, '*Le crime de la rue de Charenton.** 

28. The preface appeared in the 1913 German edition, and is 
translated into English in 5.E., 12, p. 335. 

29. 5.E., 14, pp. 13-14- 

30. P. Brouardel, Les Attentats aux moeurs, preface by Pro¬ 
fessor Thoinot (Paris: J. B. Bailliere, 1909). Brouardel, who died in 
1906, seems to have written the book in 1905. But clearly many of 
the lectures go back to a much earlier date. 

31. Cf. what Brouardel writes on p. 95: “Don’t forget that 
parents always have the tendency to ascribe every nervous illness to 
an emotional experience. This is a fact of common observation and 
physicians in the Salpetri^re know it well.” It is worth noting that 
Brouardel’s book is permeated by his interest in mental illness, which 
is not true of the other books in this area of legal medicine. For 
example, on p. 8 he says that these crimes are caused very often by 
''troubles mentaux."' Cf. p. 92 of the same book. 

32. Leon Henri Thoinot (1858-1915) was Brouardel’s suc¬ 
cessor to the chair of legal medicine. He too wrote a book with the 
familiar title Attentats aux moeurs et perversions du sens genital: 
lemons professees d la Faculte de Medecine, compiled by E. Dupre 
(Paris: Doin, 1898). After that, the tradition seems to have died out. 

33. Another thesis in the same tradition, written under 
Lacassagne’s direction in Lyon, though Brouardel’s cases are cited, 
is a short book by Paul Duval, Des Sevices et mauvais traitements 
infliges aux enfants (Cruelty and Brutality Inflicted on Children) 
(Lyon: A. Storck; Paris: G. Masson, 1885). (It is published in the 
series Documents de criminologie et de medecine legale,) Cf. Paul 
Moreau de Tours (1844-1908), Suicides et crimes Stranges (Paris: 
Societ6 d’Editions Scientifiques, 1899), especially pp. 108-140: 
“Attentats centre les enfants.” 
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34. See K. R. Eissler, “Bericht iiber die sich in den Vereinigten 
Staaten befindenden Bucher aus S. Freuds Bibliothek,” Jahrbuch der 
Psychoanalyse, ii (1979), pp. 10-50. The Hinterberger catalogue 
is reprinted in that article, and also in Nolan D. C. Lewis and 
Carney Landis, “Freud’s Library,” Psychoanalytic Review, 44 (1957), 
pp. 327-358. A catalogue of the books that Freud took with him to 
London, and which are now housed at Maresfield Gardens, was 
published in Harry Trosman and Roger Dennis Simmons, “The 
Freud Library,” Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Association, 
21 (1973), PP- 646-687. However, this list is by no means complete; 
for some reason, many of the most important books in Freud’s 
library are not included—e.g., only one book by Fliess is mentioned 
—whereas I found four books by Fliess in Freud’s house. On the top 
of each shelf, the books are filed in double rows, and the authors 
may not have realized this. See also E. Harms, “A Fragment of 
Freud’s Library,” Psychoanalytic Quarterly, 40 (1971), pp. 491-495, 
and Hans Lobner, “Some Additional Remarks on Freud’s Library,” 
Sigmund Freud Haus Bulletin, i (1975), pp. 18-29. ^ convenient 
compilation of the above sources has been arranged by Gerhard 
Fichtner, Die Bibliothek Sigmund Freuds nach den vorhandenen 
Verzeichnissen (Tubingen, 1980), and can be had from the Institut 
fiir Geschichte der Medizin, Goethestrasse 6, Tubingen 7400. 

35. The librarian was kind enough to send me Xeroxed copies 
of the Bernard book (which was not obtainable elsewhere in the 
United States) and the Brouardel book. There are no notations of 
any kind in the books. 

36. The lecture was delivered on October 26, 1880. The article 
was published in Annales d'hygiene publique et de medecine legale, 
3rd ser., 4 (1880), pp. 498-519. 

37. It was published in Annales medico-psychologiques, 6th 
ser., 9-10 (1883), pp. 53-67, 374-386. 

38. Annales d*hygiene publique et de medecine legale, 3rd 
ser., 17 (1887), pp. 481-496. 

39. Annales dhygiene publique et de medecine legale, 3rd 
ser., 50 (1903), pp. 337-437. A number of earlier articles and books 
by Gamier reflect these same views, which were widely shared by 
European psychiatrists. 
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5 . Freud, Fliess, and Emma Eckstein 

1. Ronald Clark, in Freud: The Man and the Cause (New 
York: Random House, 1980), p. 149, writes that “Irma’s real name 
was Emma.’’ It is likely that he took this from Paul Roazen’s Freud 
and His Followers (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1976), p. 249: 
“In the early 1890’s Fliess had operated on the nose of one of 
Freud’s patients, Irma (Emma Eckstein).’’ Roazen cites as his 
source an interview he had with Alfred Hirst. I saw the interview, 
and Hirst does not actually state that Irma is Emma; this is Roazen’s 
surmise. Didier Anzieu, in UAuto-analyse de Freud (2nd ed.; Paris 
Presses Universitaires de France, 1975), i, p. 190, suggests that Irma 
is Anna Hammerschlag. This is also Marianne Kriill’s opinion in 
Freud und sein Vater (Munich: C. H. Beck, 1979), p. 37. Anna 
Hammerschlag was the godmother of Anna Freud. Her husband 
(Lichtheim) died after they were married for one year. She saw Freud very 
briefly shortly thereafter, which would explain why her name is never men¬ 
tioned in the letters to Fliess. Anna Freud confirmed to me that she was 
“Irma.” Cf. Jones (i, p. 245). 

2. Halle an der Saale: Carl Marhold, 1902. 

3. In several unpublished letters (e.g., September 29, 1893), 
Freud mentions a ^"Policlinic'' that he evidently hoped to establish 
with Fliess. 

4. “Some Additional ‘Day Residues’ of the Specimen Dream 
of Psychoanalysis,’’ in Psychoanalysis: A General Psychology—Essays 
in Honor of Heinz Hartmann, edited by R. M. Loewenstein, Lottie 
M. Newman, Max Schur, and A. J. Solnit (New York: International 
Universities Press, 1966), pp. 45-85. Many of the letters about 
Emma Eckstein that follow in the text were first published by Schur 
in this important article. Unless so indicated, passages were first 
published by Schur. 

It should be clear from what follows that Schur and I have 
reached very different conclusions about the significance of the 
material that Schur first revealed (the letters had been omitted from 
the published edition of the Freud/Fliess letters). For Schur, the 
Emma Eckstein incident reflected primarily on Freud’s personal 
attachment to Fliess. (Cf. his book, pp. 79-80.) He thought that the 
incident shed new light on the dream theory, by widening the concept 
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of the “day residue” (the event during the day preceding a dream 
which supplies the manifest content of the dream). While Schur 
believed that Emma Eckstein was the first patient who offered Freud 
a clue to his emerging “insight” that fantasies, not reality, lay at the 
heart of neurosis, thereby encouraging him to abandon the seduction 
hypothesis, he did not speculate, and probably did not believe, that 
Freud made this decision for reasons having to do with the operation 
itself. 

5. The complete letters of Freud to Fliess, which I have 
edited and translated, will be published by Harvard University 
Press. 

6. Ernst Freud and Max Schur had planned to edit the com¬ 
plete edition of Freud’s letters to Fliess, and, for this purpose, 
Schur had in his possession some of the original manuscripts and part 
of the transcript. The text was not complete (p. 84 n.): “I plan at 
a later date to study once again the originals of this correspondence 
because some of the letters still have to be transcribed.” Schur con¬ 
sidered “the link between the Emma episode and the Irma dream” 
to be self-evident, since 

here was a patient being treated by Freud for hysteria who did 
have an organic, largely “iatrogenic” illness; who had narrowly 
escaped death because a physician really had committed an 
error; whose pathology was located in the nasal cavity; whose 
case had confronted Freud with a number of emergencies re¬ 
quiring him urgently to call in several consultants, all of whom 
had been helpless and confused; Emma’s lesions had a foetid 
odor (propylamyl); Freud had had to look repeatedly into her 
nose and mouth. 


Schur certainly did not see the sentence from the letter of December 
12, 1897, about Emma Eckstein seeing patients of her own, for he 
writes, with reference to Freud’s letter of January 24, 1897: “This 
is the last reference to the case of Emma I was able to find in 
Freud’s correspondence with Fliess.” Mrs. Schur informs me that 
she is almost certain that Schur had never discussed Emma Eckstein 
with Freud, and she was not aware that he knew anything about her 
beyond what appears in the letters themselves. 

7. Robert Gersuny (1844-1924) was the first director of the 
Rudolfinerhaus, a hospital in Vienna which was opened in 1882. 
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8. In the letter of January 24, 1895, Freud had suggested to 
Fliess that Gersuny collaborate on some aspect of the operation. 

9. I. Rosanes (1857-1922) was an old friend of Freud’s, 
mentioned in the letters to Eduard Silberstein, a schoolmate of 
Freud’s. He was director of the Stephaniespital in Vienna. A short 
time after this, Freud treated his wife. 

10. Possibly a reference to Therese Schlesinger, Emma Eck¬ 
stein’s sister. 

11. The widow of Max Schur kindly allowed me to see the 
notebooks Schur used in researching his article on the operation. In 
notebook A, p. 131, Schur writes: “. . . Fliess had inadvertently left 
a half-meter strip of iodoform gauze (!!!) in the cavity (which had 
obviously been created by the removal of the turbinal bone and the 
opening of a sinus) (!!!).” The same sentence, without the exclamation 
marks, is found in Schur’s 1972 book (p. 80). 

12. A copy of this paper is in the Isakower Archives of the 
Library of Congress. 

13. Karl Gussenbauer (1842-1903) was Billroth’s (1829- 
1894) successor in the Chirurgische Klinik in Vienna. See Ema 
Lesky, Die Wiener Medizinische Schule im ig. Jahrhundert (Graz- 
Koln: H. Bohlaus, 1965), pp. 447 ff. 

14. Dr. Helen E. Kapit, a relative of Dr. Elias, has permitted 
me to quote from the interview which Dr. Elias gave to the Sigmund 
Freud Archives in 1951. The interview, which was recorded, is a 
particularly valuable source of information on Emma Eckstein. The 
German reads: Damit hat sie ein verunstaltetes Gesicht bekommen, 
der Knochen ist weggemeisselt warden und es ist die eine Seite 
eingefallen gewesen. 

15. The extent of Freud’s involvement with Fliess, many 
years after they last saw each other, is demonstrated in the following 
statement by Freud in a letter (October 6, 1910) to his closest 
colleague of later years, Sandor Ferenczi, cited by Jones (2, p. 93): 
“My dreams at that time were concerned, as I hinted to you, entirely 
with the Fliess affair, which in the nature of things would be hard 
to arouse your sympathy.” It is remarkable that in 1910, nine years 
after Freud and Fliess had seen each other for the last time, Freud’s 
dreams were “entirely” concerned with the Fliess affair. Freud, in an 
unpublished letter to Ferenczi of October 17,.1910, writes: 

You probably imagine that I have secrets quite other than those 
I have reserved for myself, or you believe that [my secret] is 
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connected with a special sorrow, whereas I feel myself capable 
of handling eveiy^thing and am pleased with the resultant greater 
independence that comes from having overcome my homo¬ 
sexuality. 

On December i6, 1910, in an unpublished letter to Ferenczi, Freud 
returns to Fliess once again: *‘I have now overcome Fliess, about 
whom you were so curious.” 

16. Jones, I, p. 316. When Anna Freud read this passage in 
Jones she wrote him, remarking rather drily; “When the friendship 
was conceived my father was not yet 31 which is still far from middle 
age, and he did not have six children but only one.” This letter is 
dated January 28, 1952. It is in the Jones Archives of the London 
Institute of Psycho-Analysis. 

17. This was Jones’s “official” version; in private he could 
express himself even more forcefully. He wrote to James Strachey (in 
a letter preserved in the Strachey Archives of the London Institute of 
Psycho-Analysis) on January 11, 1954: “I don’t quite agree with what 
you say about Freud gradually reconciling himself to bisexuality. I 
think myself he was over-reconciled to it, if you see what I mean. 
He never really emancipated himself from ITiess and was avowedly 
struggling with that question in 1910 in Sicily. A lot of w^hich then 
got passed on to Adler, Stekel, Jung and most of all to Ferenczi.” 
Strachey had written to Jones on October 24, 1951, concerning the 
Fliess letters (unpublished letter from the Strachey Archives): “I 
was very much interested by your account of the suppressed passages 
in the Fliess letters. It’s really a complete instance of folie a deux, 
with Freud in the unexpected role of hysterical partner to a paranoiac. 
I do hope that if they ever come out in English the censorship may 
be lifted a bit Unless Anna proposes to bum the originals, they’re 
bound to come out in the end, and surely it’s better that they should 
while people are alive who can correct their effect” 

18. Freud wrote to Ida Fliess, Wilhelm’s widow, on December 
17, 1928, in response to her request for Fliess’s letters (the letter, un¬ 
published, is preserved in the Library of the Hebrew University, in 
Jerusalem, having been donated to the library by Fliess’s daughter, 
Pauline Jacobsen): 

Esteemed Madame: 

I hasten to answer your letter although I cannot, at present, 
communicate anything decisive with respect to fulfilling your 
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request. My memory tells me that I destroyed the greater part 
of our correspondence at some point after 1904. But this leaves 
open the possibility that a select number of letters were pre¬ 
served and could turn up after a careful search of the room that 
I have lived in for the last 37 years. I beg you, therefore, to 
allow me time over Christmas. Whatever I find will be at your 
disposal, without conditions. If I do not find anything, you will 
have to assume that nothing escaped the destruction. Naturally 
I would be happy to learn that my letters to your husband, for 
so many years my close friend, have found a fate that will assure 
their protection against any future use. I remain. 

Sincerely yours, 
Freud 

This letter strikes me as important because it raises the possibility 
that Freud did not destroy all the letters he received from Fliess; 
hence these letters may yet surface. However, a careful search of 
Maresfield Gardens turned up only one letter from Fliess to Freud, 
written in 1904. 

19. Cf. Origins, p. 73 (“Draft C”). 

20. This paper was printed in the Verhandlungen des Con¬ 
gresses fur innere Medizin, 12th Congress, 1893 (Wiesbaden: J. F. 
Bergmann). Fliess’s paper is on pp. 384-394. There was also a 
French version (Autoreferat), “Les Reflexes d’origine nasale,” pub¬ 
lished in Archives d*otologie et de rhinologie (Archives de Laryn- 
gologie), 6 (1893), pp. 266-269. 

21. Leipzig and Vienna: Franz Deuticke. Fliess’s paper was 
a summary of the information contained in this book. 

22. Leipzig and Vienna: Franz Deuticke. Freud kept most of 
Fliess’s books, and took them with him to London, but for some 
reason they were not included in the list of his books published by 
Trosman and Simmons (“The Freud Library,’’ Journal of the 
American Psychoanalytic Association, 21 [1973], pp. 646-687). This 
book is marked with many marginal checks by Freud. 

23. As noted, by “actual neuroses’’ (sometimes called the 
simple neuroses), Freud meant neurasthenia and anxiety neurosis 
(S.E., 3, p. 279) as opposed to the psychoneuroses (hysteria and 
obsessional neurosis), also called neuro-psychoses. Cf. S.E,, i, p. 179; 
and S.E., 3, p. 39, and Strachey’s note in 5.E., ii, p. 224. Freud be¬ 
lieved the “actual neuroses’’ had a purely physical and contemporary 
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causation—i.e., some irregularity in the sexual sphere (coitus inter- 
ruptus, masturbation, the use of condoms). 

24. The German word that Freud uses here is Versuchung, 
which means, literally, a “temptation,” as if Freud were implying 
that the fourteen-year-old girl wanted the assault on the part of her 
father. 

25. See the excellent study by Albrecht Hirschmiiller, Physi- 
ologie und Psychoanalyse im Leben und Werk Josef Breuers (Bern: 
Hans Huber, 1978). 

26. It is clear that Freud is referring to a patient. Possibly he 
compared her to Marion Delorme, the heroine in Victor Hugo’s 1829 
play by that name. 

27. Jones (i, p. 279) was the first to note that Breuer, in his 
sections of Studies on Hysteria, was willing to grant significance to 
sexuality. But in his 1915 account of Breuer’s collaboration (5.E., 
14, p. 12) Freud himself wrote: 

When I later began more and more resolutely to put forward the 
significance of sexuality in the etiology of neuroses, he [Breuer] 
was the first to show the reaction of distaste and repudiation 
which was later to become so familiar to me, but which at that 
time I had not yet learnt to recognize as my inevitable fate. 

But Breuer said (5.E., 2, p. 246): “The great majority of severe 
neuroses in women have their origin in the marriage bed,” which 
would seem to contradict Freud unless Breuer was referring to the 
“actual” neuroses, and not the psychoneuroses. That is, he was pre¬ 
pared to accept a purely physiological explanation of neuroses, but 
did not grant sexuality any psychological role—at least not sexuality 
as Freud was beginning to see it then, namely childhood seductions. 
Jones (i, p. 280) writes: “I would make the purely personal guess 
that Breuer’s acceptance referred rather to the later ages, and what 
he balked at was Freud’s views concerning the incestuous seduction 
of children; but I have no authority for this suggestion.” 

28. Richard von Krafft-Ebing, Psychopathia Sexualis, mit 
besonderer Berucksichtigung der contrdren Sexualempfindung: Eine 
klinisch-forensische Studie (9th ed.; Stuttgart: Ferdinand Enke, 

1894). 

29. In a discussion of these passages with Anna Freud, she 
said there was no doubt as to when her father might have made the 
markings; it was always his habit to read and mark a book as soon 
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as he purchased it. These marginalia, therefore, would go back to 

1894. 

30. On p. 413 Freud marked a passage which reads: “Psy¬ 
chically unexplored are cases such as the one in which a woman 
laid her five-and-a-half-year-old son on top of her and carried out 
perverse sexual acts with him.” 

31. We cannot be certain when Freud purchased the book by 
Tardieu, but it is possible that he bought it during his Paris stay. Mark¬ 
ing the passage in Krafft-Ebing, therefore, could be a way of noting 
to himself that Krafft-Ebing was already familiar with this kind of 
material. It must have been all the more puzzling for Freud to en¬ 
counter Krafft-Ebing’s total skepticism on the evening of April 21, 
1896, when he presented his paper “The Aetiology of Hysteria,” 
since he would have expected, from reading these and other citations 
in the Psychopathia Sexualis, that Krafft-Ebing would not be unpre¬ 
pared for Freud’s revelations. For Freud had simply added the 
psychological dimension to material already discovered by the 
French authors, and acknowledged to be true by Krafft-Ebing. Nor 
was Krafft-Ebing alone: all the major German writers on this topic 
had acknowledged the work of Tardieu, including Eduard von 
Hofmann, professor of legal medicine at the University of Vienna, 
who mentions Tardieu’s book in an obituary on the French pro¬ 
fessor, as I note below (chapter 4, note 29). 

32. Freud’s review, which was signed, appeared in the Wiener 
klinische Rundschau, 9 (1895), pp. 140-142. The book by G. J. 
Mobius was entitled Die Migrdne and appeared in vol. 12 of Specielle 
Pathologie und Therapie, edited by H. Nothnagel (Vienna; Alfred 
Holder, 1894). 

33. Cf. 5.E., 3, p. 167 n.; ''The traumas of childhood operate 
in a deferred fashion as though they were fresh experiences: but they 
do so unconsciously*' (emphasis in original). 

34. Freud writes in “Heredity and the Aetiology of the 
Neuroses” (1896) (S.£., 3, p. 152): “The event of which the 
subject has retained an unconscious memory is a precocious ex¬ 
perience of sexual relations with actual excitement of the genitals, 
resulting from sexual abuse committed by another person; and the 
period of life at which this fatal event takes place is earliest youth — 
the years up to the age of eight to ten, before the child has reached 
sexual maturity” (emphasis in original). In “Further Remarks on 
the Neuro-Psychoses of Defence” (1896) (S.E., 3, p. 163), Freud 
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repeats that ''these sexual traumas must have occurred in early 
childhood (before puberty), and their content must consist of an 
actual irritation of the genitals {of processes resembling copulation^ 
(emphasis in original). Freud says later in that essay (p. 165): “I 
cannot say for certain what the upper age-limit is below which 
sexual injury plays a part in the aetiology of hysteria; but I doubt 
whether sexual passivity can bring on repression later than between 
the eighth and tenth years, unless it is enabled to do so by previous 
experiences.” Cf. below, in the same article (p. 166), and later in 
the volume (5.E., 3, p. 212). Did Freud consider Emma Eckstein’s 
later repression to have been caused by an even earlier sexual seduc¬ 
tion than the one at eight (which certainly did not involve “processes 
resembling copulation”)? 

35. “Scene” is used to mean a real event in “The Aetiology of 
Hysteria,” 5.3, p. 204(G.W., 1,440,455). 

36. Revue neurologique, 4 (6), pp. 161-169. “Heredity and 
the Aetiology of the Neuroses,” S.E., 3, pp. 143-156. 

37. Neurologisches Zentralblatt, 15 (lo), pp. 434-448. 5.E., 
3,pp. 159-185. 

38. See, notably, the introduction by Kris to Origins, and 
Martin Gardner, “Freud’s Friend Wilhelm Fliess and His Theory of 
Male and Female Life Cycles,” Scientific American, 215 (1966), 
pp. 108-112. The most concerted attempt to place Fliess’s views in 
the historical and scientific context in which they arose is by 
Frank Sulloway in his book Freud: Biologist of the Mind (New 
York: Basic Books, 1979). See my review article, Journal of the 
American Psychoanalytic Association, 31, no. 3 (1983), pp. 739—747. 

39. Zur Periodenlehre: Gesammelte Aufsdtze (Jena: Eugen 
Diederichs, 1925), p. 15. Fliess’s views do not seem to have changed 
much over the years. Precisely when he developed his theories is 
difficult to say, but it is clear from Freud’s references in the letters, 
especially in 1897, that Fliess had already developed the entire system 
before his friendship with Freud and that Freud, for some time, 
accepted it. 

40. From Aristotle’s De partibus dnimalium, i, 5: Introite, 
nam et hie dii sunt! Freud uses the same quotation in a reference to 
Charcot and hysteria {S.E., 20, p. 13). For a discussion of the quota¬ 
tion in Freud, and in Lessing (who also uses it), see Walter 
Schonau, Sigmund Freuds Prosa (Stuttgart: J. B. Metzler, 1968), 
pp. 58-61. 
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41. Wilhelm Fliess, Vom Leben und vom Tod: Biologische 
Vortrdge (Jena: Eugen Diederichs, 1919), p. 59. 

42. This passage is from Marie Bonaparte’s unpublished 
notebook, which I found in Freud’s desk in Maresfield Gardens. 

43. Zur Periodenlehre, p. II2. Fliess, in his book Der Ablauf 
des Lebens: Grundlegung zur exakten Biologic (Leipzig and Vienna: 
Franz Deuticke, 1906), several times tells the story of the death of 
his sister. 

44. Schur, “Some Additional ‘Day Residues’ of the Specimen 
Dream of Psychoanalysis,” p. 83. 

45. It is not clear whether Freud is reporting a dream or a 
fantasy. When he writes that “the labia minora ... is still shorter 
today,” we do not know whether he is merely reporting Emma’s 
statement or whether he accepts it as true. If the latter is the case, 
then Freud tacitly accepts that some real trauma took place (even 
if not necessarily the one “remembered” by Emma). 


4. Freud*s Renunciation of the Theory of Seduction 

I. Jones (2, p. 5) has amplified the story even further: 

Freud at first accepted his patients’ stories of their parents’ sexual 
overtures towards them when they were children, but came to 
realize that the stories were simply fantasies derived from his 
patients’ own childhood. 

Cf. Jones (2, p. 478): 

Less astonishing perhaps and certainly more fateful for good, 
was the credulous acceptance of his patients’ stories of paternal 
seduction which he narrated in his earlier publications on 
psycho-pathology. When I commented to my friend James 
Strachey on Freud’s strain of credulity he very sagely remarked: 
“It was lucky for us that he had it.” Most investigators would 
have simply disbelieved the patients’ stories on the ground of 
their inherent improbability—at least on such a large scale—and 
have dismissed the matter as one more example of the untrust¬ 
worthiness of hysterics. 
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As noted above, Freud himself in 1925 (5.E., 20, p. 34) wrote: “If 
the reader feels inclined to shake his head at my credulity I cannot 
altogether blame him.” 

2. Portions of the letter were included by Strachey in vol. i 
of the 5.E. (pp. 259-260), with an improved translation. For com¬ 
mentaries, see, in particular. Max Schur, Freud: Living and Dying 
(New York: International Universities Press, 1972). See also: Didier 
Anzieu, UAuto-analyse de Freud (2nd ed.; Paris: Presses Universi- 
taires de France, 1975); A. Schusdek, “Freud’s ‘Seduction Theory’: 
A Reconstruction,” Journal of the History of the Behavioral Sciences, 
2 (1966), pp. 159-166; M. B. Macmillan, “Freud’s Expectations and 
the Childhood Seduction Theory,” Australian Journal of Psychology, 
29 (1977), pp. 223-236; Marianne Kriill, Freud und sein Vater; 
Arthur Efron, “Freud’s Self-Analysis and the Nature of Psycho¬ 
analytic Criticism,’’ International Review of Psycho-Analysis^ 4 
(I977)» PP- 253-280; Frank Sulloway, Freud: Biologist of the Mind 
(New York: Basic Books, 1979). 

3. The editors of the German text misread the manuscript. 
The German text, as printed in Anfdnge {Origins), reads: ''Die 
fortgesetzten Enttduschungen bei den Versuchen, meine Analyse zum 
wirklichen Abschluss zu bringen . . which Strachey correctly trans¬ 
lates as: “. . . continual disappointments in my attempts at bringing 
my analysis to a real conclusion . . But meine is an error in 
the transcription of the original manuscript. The manuscript reads 
eine Analyse, “a single analysis.” 

4. Schur {Freud: Living and Dying, p. 191) writes: “The 
meaning of this Jewish joke is obvious: ‘You were once a proud 
bride, but you got into trouble, the wedding is off—take off your 
bridal gown.’ ” Another interpretation, which I believe to be correct, 
was suggested to me by Anna Freud, namely, that Freud believed 
himself, with his theory of the neuroses, privileged and happy as a 
bride. Those days were now over, and he had to return to his earlier 
ordinary status. He had made no discovery. Kalle is a slang word 
that can also mean prostitute. See Judisches Lexicon, 1930 ed., vol. 
4, under Vulgdrausdriicke. 

5. There has been a great deal of speculation about the 
significance of Freud’s letter to Fliess of October 3, 1897 (published 
in Origins), centering on Freud’s comments about his nursemaid. 
Freud often indicated to Fliess that he regarded himself as mildly 
hysterical. In this letter, which deals with his self-analysis through 
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dreams, Freud writes: “I can only indicate that the old man plays no 
active part in my case . . . that in my case the ‘prime originator’ 
[Urheberin] was an ugly, elderly but clever woman who told me a 
great deal about God Almighty and hell and who instilled in me a 
high opinion of my own capacities.” Later in the letter Freud writes: 
“She was my teacher in sexual matters and complained because I was 
clumsy and unable to do anything. . . . Moreover, she washed me in 
reddish water in which she had previously washed herself. (The 
interpretation is not difficult; I find nothing like this in the chain of 
my memories; so I regard it as a genuine ancient discovery.)” In 
fact, interpretation of this detail (the recovery of a memory through 
a dream) has proved more elusive than Freud thought. It seems to 
me that Freud is hinting at a sexual seduction by the nursemaid, but 
this is not entirely clear. It is interesting that this letter should 
follow by only a few weeks the letter (of September 21) in which 
Freud says that he has given up the seduction hypothesis. 

According to Josef Sajner (“Sigmund Freuds Beziehungen zu 
seinem Geburtsort Freiberg [Pnbor] und zu Mahren,” Clio Medica, 
3 [1968], pp. 167-180), the woman’s name was Monika Zajic. 
(Cf. Kriill, Freud und sein Voter, p. 144.) Professor Sajner informed 
me, in a personal communication, that he has not been able to find 
out any particulars about this woman. When Freud says she was 
elderly it is not clear whether he is speaking from the point of view 
of the child or of the adult. Anna Freud told me she thinks she may 
have been in her forties. (Cf. Renee Gicklhorn: “The Freiberg Period 
of the Freud Family,” Journal of the History of Medicine, 24 [1969], 
pp. 37-43*) 

6. In a letter to Fliess of April 28, 1897 (published in 
Origins) y Freud writes: “The complete interpretation occurred to 
me only after a lucky chance this morning brought a fresh confirma¬ 
tion of paternal etiology,” where “paternal etiology” clearly refers 
to seduction. 

7. Cf. K. R. Eissler, Goethe: A Psychoanalytic Study 
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1963), 2, p. 756. 

8. Leopold Lowenfeld, Die psychischen Zwangserscheinungen 
(Wiesbaden: J. F. Bergmann, 1904). The preface is dated 1903* 
Freud had the book in his library in London. Lowenfeld was one of 
the few psychiatrists who had attempted to take Freud’s views on 
seduction seriously. This is evident from a number of his publica¬ 
tions. In his Lehrbuch der gesammten Psychotherapie (Wiesbaden: 
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J. F. Eerpronn, 1S9T, 166) be mikes it dear that he was im¬ 

pressed b}' ihe method of Freud arid Breuer as revealed in Studies on 
Hyr.eria^ and anempeed some form of psychoanalysis in his own 
diraical practioe (cf. Die psychJjchen Z^cngserscheinungen^ p- 29-8: 

- I used in idjese anempts the same anal)“dc method described by 
Freud in Srddies on HystericT), See also Ms book Die modeme 
Behcrjdlung der Ser^enschr^^ache fSeurasthenle) der Hysterie und 
ie^^rAze^ Leiden i^lesbaden: J. F. Bergmann. 1904), p- 147: 
“It seems e^ndent from the above that the ose of this method wilL 
for the time beings probably be restricted to its discOTerer.** After 
Low enfeid published Freud's essay in his Die pryckischen Zy^rangier- 
scheLnungen^ he writes a chapter comparing Freud’s n^ethod with 
hvpQOtherapy, arKl ends (p. 553) by saying: *“For the time being, 
physicians in any event have 00 choi^ but to fall back 00 the use of 
other psychotherapeutic methods^” It is dear from a passage on 
p. c“4 of Die pryckischen Z*^ar.gserscheinzir.gen that L5wenfeld 
could not take in what Freud meant by a sexual trauma^ for he 
distinguishes there a sexual etiology from an cmccioQai etiology. It 
did aoc occur to him (any more than it did to any other of Freud’s 
coOearues or the French authors on rape) that a “sexual seduction’’ 
is abo an emodoca! assault- CL his cooclusions on etiolcgy on p. 477 
of the hook- 

9. 5 7, pp. 125-245. It was published under the titfc Drei 

Abhcndhengen zur Sexuudzheone (Leipzig and Vienna: Franz Deu- 
ticke, 1905). 

I a The Dora case was wriuen during Freud’s transitional 
peried- right after 1900, though he waited five years to publish it 
(“Fragment of an .Analysis of a Case of Hysteria,*’ 5-E., 7, pp. 3- 
122). The first draft was completed in January 1901, but it was not 
published until 1905. 

11. Stracbey gives a 1913 date for the Ellis book, but this 
is rr>ere{y' the date of the edition that Stracbey' used (the second 
edition). In G,W\ Freud gives 1903, which is the date of the first 
editioQ- I consulted a first edition of Drei Abhandlungen. and 1903 
is also the date gh en there, (Elkis did nor publish any other book in 
1903.) 

12. Freud say^ according to Stracbey^s translatioa: 

- . 5tm2ar narrathes w ere what led me to make the modiScatioQs 

in my aetiological hypotheses . . .* But Freud did not really use the 
word “narrative.” The German text reads ^Erkundigungen der 
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gleichen Art'* This means, literally, “inquiries of a similar nature.” 
It is not entirely clear what Freud means; possibly that he began 
to make inquiries of his own. But since he does not reveal to us the 
nature of these inquiries, or the results, we cannot evaluate their 
relative worth in leading him to abandon his theory. 

13. S.E., 7. p. 191- 

14. Havelock Ellis, Studies in the Psychology of Sex, vol. 3: 
Analysis of the Sexual Impulse; Love and Pain; The Sexual Impulse 
in Women (Philadelphia: F. A. Davis, 1903). 

15. Although Ellis does not mention the fact in the appendix 
itself, the appendix had already appeared in print as an article 
entitled “The Development of the Sexual Instinct” in Alienist and 
Neurologist, 32, no. 3 (July 1901), pp. 500-521. It consists of the 
introduction that appears in the 1903 edition of the book, word for 
word, plus eight case histories, more or less identical to the ones in 
Studies, There are, however, some, albeit minor, changes. For 
example, p. 503: “She then provoked genital excitation,” is, on p. 252 
of the book, reproduced as “She then succeeded in causing erection.” 
Ellis does not, then, quote verbatim, although the very first history 
is prefaced with the words: “I reproduce this history, written in the 
third person, as it reached my hands.” The 1913 edition of the book 
contains the case history as it appears in 1903, but in this edition 
there are 64 pages as opposed to the 35 pages in the first edition. 
Ellis sent Freud a copy of the seven volumes of the Studies, but it is 
not clear from the catalogue (Trosman and Simmons, no. 38) which 
edition it is. If I remember correctly, from seeing the set in 
Maresfield Gardens, it was a later edition, not the first (cited by 
Freud in Three Essays), Freud did have in his private library Ellis’s 
“The Analysis of the Sexual Impulse,” which appeared in Alienist and 
Neurologist, 21 (1900), pp. 247-262. In the article itself is a foot¬ 
note: “This article is an abstract of a chapter which will appear in 
volume 3 of the author’s Studies in the Psychology of Sex." But in 
fact there are no case histories in this article, so it could not be the 
source of Freud’s comment. 

16. Havelock Ellis: A Biography (New York: Alfred A. 
Knopf, 1980), p. 219. 

17. 2 vols., foreword by Albert Eulenburg, Dresden: H. R. 
Dohm. Sulloway mentions in Freud: Biologist of the Mind, p. 316, 
that he saw this copy of Bloch’s book in Freud’s London library, as 
well as another copy in the New York library, which may have 
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belonged to Freud or to Friedrich Krauss. Iwan Bloch (1872-1922), 
who wrote his first books on the Marquis de Sade under the pseu¬ 
donym Eugene Diihren, was a Berlin dermatologist who wrote on 
syphilis and on sexuality from an anthropological point of view. His 
influence on the scientific study of sexuality has been discussed by 
Sulloway, op. cit., and by Annemarie Wettley and W. Leibbrand in 
Von der **Psychopathia sexualis** zur Sexualwissenschaft (Stuttgart: 
Ferdinand Enke, 1959; see especially p. 137 n.). 

18. In view of Freud’s reluctance to admit that in cases he 
had investigated the father was often the person to be blamed for 
sexual assaults (as we see from the Katharina case in Studies on 
Hysteria and from the letter to Fliess of September 21, 1897), it 
would be interesting to follow his thinking about the role of servants 
in this respect. For here was a class of people who could be accused 
with complete safety. Freud marked several passages in his personal 
reading in which servants were accused, including those in Krafft- 
Ebing’s book and in the Bloch book. There is still another source. 
Freud owned Albert Moll’s Untersuchungen ilber die Libido sexualis 
(Berlin: H. Kornfeld, 1895). On p. 195 of his copy the following 
passage is marked: “Tardieu draws particular attention to female 
servants who exchange sexual touchings with children who are 
confided to them.” Sulloway {op. cit., pp. 313-314) feels that Moll 
was influential in Freud’s abandonment of the seduction theory. 
He comments: 

Finally, Moll’s Libido Sexualis was notable for one other im¬ 
portant insight that was not lost upon Freud at this time. As a 
clinician, Moll faced a problem similar to that confronting Freud 
in the mid-1890’s: How does one know whether autobiographical 
confessions of childhood sexual activity are really true? Indeed, 
they are often not so, Moll contended, citing a variety of psy¬ 
chological reasons: distortions of memory, the patient’s desire 
to rationalize a perversion as innate, subsequent repression of 
normal heterosexual memories, and so forth. Not only did Moll 
discuss this point in some detail in the Libido Sexualis (315- 
316), but he also compared it with the problem of weighing 
the often outrageous complaints and accusations of hysterical 
patients, and he cautioned moderation in believing hysterics and 
perverts alike. To be sure, there was nothing terribly new in 
Moll’s recommendations; but this timely reminder, in a passage 
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scored by Freud in the margin of his personal copy of Moll’s 
book, could hardly have come at a more appropriate time in 
Freud’s wavering support for the seduction theory. In The 
Sexual Life of the Child (1909), Moll later warned against the 
danger of accepting too readily the accusations of sexual mis¬ 
conduct that little girls often lodge against men, and called it 
'*one of the gravest scandals of our present penal system'" that 
such charges were so frequently believed by judges. The problem 
was particularly marked, he also emphasized, with child hysterics 
(1912a trans.: 204, 228; Moll’s italics). 

See, too, Sulloway, pp. 299-305, for details about Moll and his 
possible influence on Freud, and the appendix D: “The Dating of 
Freud’s Reading of Albert Moll’s Untersuchungen iiber die Libido 
sexualis" (pp. 516-518). It is possible that Emma Eckstein’s interest 
in the wretched sexual treatment of servants (see Appendix A) was 
awakened by her awareness of Freud’s attempt to blame them for 
abuse of children. It was, of course, completely safe to blame servants 
for seductions; nobody would object. 

19. The English translation of Bloch’s 1902 book is entitled 
Anthropological Studies in the Strange Sexual Practices of All Races 
in All Ages, Ancient and Modern, Oriental and Occidental, Primitive 
and Civilized, translated by Keene Wallis (New York: Privately 
printed by the Anthropological Press, 1933). Note p. 174, for some 
of the cases that follow are the same as those published in the 
Studies, but one (no. 3), at least, is not mentioned there. 

20. Freud had another book by Iwan Bloch in his personal 
library: Das Sexualleben unserer Zeit in seinen Beziehungen zur 
modernen Kultur (Berlin: Louis Marchus, 1907) (I have used the 
1909 edition). The date precludes any direct influence on Freud’s 
developing views, but Freud may well have been aware of Bloch’s 
views from the many articles that he published between 1900 and 
1907. The same views, moreover, are contained in the earlier books, 
as we saw. Bloch’s book had a considerable influence in Europe for 
some time. On p. 273, Bloch says: 

Finally, an important point should not be forgotten: the untrust- 
worthiness of children’s statements, which the pediatrician Adolf 
Baginsky (“Die Impressionabilitat des Kindes unter dem Einfluss 
des Milieus,” in Medizinische Reform, edited by Rudolf Lenn- 
hoff, 1906, nos. 43 and 44, esp. pp. 533-534) has recently 
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dealt with in an excellent work. This remarkably wise man, who 
knows the soul of the child so well, explains: 

“Children’s declarations before the law are, for the truly ex¬ 
perienced knower of children, downright null and hollow, 
absolutely worthless and without significance; all the more in¬ 
significant and all the more hollow the more often the child 
repeats the declaration and the more determined he is to stick 
to his statements.” 

One can appreciate the resistance Freud would have encountered 
had he stood by his earlier views when one reads such a comment, 
for Bloch was considered (and is still so considered) to be the leader 
of the liberal reform movement concerning the laws dealing with 
sexual perversions. In a chapter in that book on the sexual seduction 
of children, Bloch writes (p. 731): 

In conclusion, another point must be made with respect to sexual 
crimes involving children, which has legal significance, namely 
the fact that frequently there is no question of the “seduction” 
of children, but rather the instigation derives in the first place 
from the children themselves. . . . The so frequent [sexual] 
crimes of priests and teachers against young girls in their care 
often appear in a different light if one subjects the denunciations 
of children to an exacting interrogation, including a physical 
examination. This often reveals a deeply rooted promiscuity 
which goes back a long way and brings to light the fact that long 
before this sexual crime, sexual intercourse had taken place with 
other men, and that willingly. 

Here then was an authority who contradicted all the major points of 
Freud’s 1896 papers: seductions did not as a rule occur; if they 
occurred, they were harmless; in any event, the people who perpe¬ 
trated these acts (for in Das Sexualleben Bloch acknowledges crimes 
against children) were, for the most part, servants (thereby perpetuat¬ 
ing the dissimulation that Freud had resorted to in Studies on Hysteria 
when he disguised the identity of Katharina’s father); and finally, 
Bloch supported the current of thought to which Freud had been 
subjected in Paris, represented by Fournier and others, namely that 
children invent these tales. 

21. 5th ed.; Wiesbaden: J. F. Bergmann, 1904. A copy of 
this book is in Freud’s library in London. 
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22. Freud says quite openly in the concluding section of the 
essays that he has replaced seduction (what he calls “accidental in¬ 
fluences”) with constitutional factors: . . accidental influences have 
been replaced by constitutional factors and ‘defense’ in the purely 
psychological sense has been replaced by organic ‘sexual repression* ” 
(p. 278). In other words, Freud has shihed from a psychology which 
depends on personal memories to phylogenetic explanations. The 
concept of “organic sexual repression,” which refers to the “organic 
defense . . . achieved with man’s erect gait against his earlier animal 
existence [i.e., the free play of sexuality],” is explained in a footnote 
to Civilization and Its Discontents ( 5 .E., 21, pp. 105-106, 99). (Cf. 
the end of Three Essays, p. 242.) Freud’s comments imply that with 
early sexual tragedies (which are only of significance for those whose 
sexual constitution “predisposes” them to react strongly) any psycho¬ 
logical defense becomes irrelevant, since this response will in any 
event be governed by a biological repression of the original act. Such 
a view is inimical to any psychology of the emotions, but is one that 
would undoubtedly appeal to Fliess, and possibly derives from Fliess’s 
influence. (Cf. Sulloway, op. cit., p. 177.) On August 7, 1901, Freud 
wrote to Fliess that he intended to write a book called Bisexuality in 
Man, and asked Fliess to write the book with him. This was already 
after their break, and Fliess refused. What emerged from Freud’s 
plan was Three Essays and it is not surprising, therefore, that there 
are traces of Fliess in the book, and attempts to adopt his point of 
view even when this would preclude a psychological perspective. 
Bisexuality was regarded, not as a psychological problem, but as an 
organic one. In one of the last papers that Freud wrote, “Analysis 
Terminable and Interminable” (1937), he mentions and dismisses 
Fliess’s view that repression derives from bisexuality {S.E., 23, p. 
251), but then a page later he writes: 

We often have the impression that with the wish for a penis 
and the masculine protest we have penetrated through all the 
psychological strata and have reached bedrock, and that thus 
our activities are at an end. This is probably true, since, for the 
psychical field, the biological field does in fact play the part of 
the underlying bedrock. 

23. The article (“Das Erleiden sexueller Traumen als Form 
infantiler Sexualbetatigung”) was published in the Centralblatt fiir 
Nervenheilkunde and Psychiatrie, 18 (1907), pp. 854-865. It was 
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Abraham’s first psychoanalytic publication. The English translation 
is from Selected Papers of Karl Abraham, vwith an Introductory 
Memoir by Ernest Jones, translated by Douglas Bryan and Alix 
Strachey (Lx)ndon: Hogarth Press, 1973), pp. 47-63. The German 
text is reprinted in Karl Abraham, Psychoanalytische Studien, val. 
2, 167-181,edited by Johannes CremeriuslFrankfurt am Main:S. Fischer, 
197 *)- 

24- The German (p. 171) reads: '*Erst als er seinen Zweek 
nahezu oder ganz erreicht hat, gelingt es dem Kinde, sich zu befreien.'^ 
Does Abraham mean the child did not know whether the man had 
*^attained his purpose’’? 

25. S.E., 20, p. 273. 

26. Vol. 8 (1895-1896), pp. 159-161. The relevant sentence 
reads: “I am afraid that many hysterics wll be encouraged to give 
free rein to their fantasy and invent stories.’’ 

27. Vol. 7 (1896), pp. 451-452. 

28. See Vierteljahrsschrift fur gerichtliche Median und 
dgentliches Sanitdtswesen, 3rd ser., vol. 8 (1894): Festschrift fur 
Prof. Eduard von Hofmann, edited by A. Haberda, where a list of his writ¬ 
ings is given. 

29. Wiener medizjnische Wochenschrift, 29 (1879), pp. 

89-92. 

30. “Angebliche Notzucht mit nachfolgender Blenorrhoe und 
hy-stero-epileptiscben Anfallen. Fraglicher Geisteszustand,” no. i, 
pp. 9-10; no. 2, pp. 31-32. 

31. Berlin: August Hirschwald. The subtitle reads: Nach 
elgenen Erfahrungen (Based on My Ow’n Experiences). 

32. Krafft-Ebing wrote an article, “Uber Unzucht mit 
Kindem und Padophilia erotica” (On Sexual Abuse of Children and 
Pedophilia Erotica), published in Friedrichs Blatter fur gerichtliche 
Medicin, in 1895. It w'as reprinted, with additions, in his Arbeiten aus 
dem Gesammtgebiet der Psychiatrie und N euro pathologic (Leipzig: 
Johann Ambrosius Barth. 189S), 3, pp. 91-127. This is a volume that 
Freud owmed (Hinterberger, no. 302). The article, which is sub¬ 
stantially similar to the chapter published in Psychopathia Sexualis, 
is more elaborate, and treats the literature in greater detail. Krafft- 
Ebing cites Tardieu, Brouardel, Bernard, Casper, and Hofmann. 
Freud owmed works bv the first three, and undoubtedlv knew the 
w’ork of the other two. Krafft-Ebing shows sympathy (e.g., p. 113) 
for the accused, but not for the children. It is interesting that in 
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many of his own cases the adult admitted having committed these 
acts (e.g., p. 112), thereby ruling out the possibility that they were 
fantasies on the part of the child. 

33. Wiesbaden: J. F. Bergmann, 1894. In the margin of p. 18, 
where Lowenfeld speaks of a ""neuropathische Prddisposition,*' Freud 
asks: ''Woher?" —in other words, where would such a thing come 
from? Again, on p. 19, where Lowenfeld speaks of an abnormal 
constitution and inherited tendencies in hysteria, Freud has the 
same question in the margin. At the top of p. 20 Freud pencils in: 
^'Neurasth = Degeneration, warum?" —that is, why should neur¬ 
asthenia be equated with degeneration (i.e., constitution)? 

34. Elenore Fliess, Robert Fliess’s wife, wrote a short biog¬ 
raphy, Robert Fliess: The Making of a Psychoanalyst (written in 
1974; it was privately published, printed by Roffey & Clark, 12 High 
Street, Croydon, England). Robert Fliess received his analytic train¬ 
ing in Berlin. He was best known to American analysts through his 
books The Psychoanalytic Reader: An Anthology of Essential Papers 
with Critical Introductions (New York: International Universities 
Press, 1948) and The Revival of Interest in the Dream: A Critical 
Study of Post-Freudian Psychoanalytic Contributions (New York: 
International Universities Press, 1952). His next two books were 
also well received: Erogeneity and Libido: Addenda to the Theory of 
the Psychosexual Development of the Human —Psychoanalytic Series, 
vol. I (New York: International Universities Press, 1956) and Ego 
and Body Ego: Contributions to Their Psychoanalytic Psychology — 
Psychoanalytic Series, vol. 2 (New York: Schulte Pub. Co., 1962; 
International Universities Press, 1970). But with his last volume. 
Symbol, Dream, and Psychosis with Notes on Technique, he fell 
afoul of the psychoanalytic establishment, though in my opinion it 
is his most profound work and one of the most brilliant works in 
psychoanalysis (Psychoanalytic Series, vol. 3 [New York: Inter¬ 
national Universities Press, 1973]). 

35. Personal communication from Mrs. Robert Fliess. 


5 . The Strange Case of Ferenczi’s Last Paper 

I. The original title was “Die Leidenschaften der Erwachsenen 
und deren Einfluss auf Character- und Sexualentwicklung der Kinder” 
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(The [Sexual] Passions of Adults and Their Influence on the Char¬ 
acter Development and Sexual Development of Children). It was 
published in the Int. Z. Psychoanal, 19 (1933), PP- and in 

Bausteine (see note 3 below), 3, pp. 511-525, as “Sprachverwiirung 
zwischen den Erwachsenen und dem Kind (Die Sprache der 
Zartlichkeit und der Leidenschaft)” (Confusion of Tongues between 
Adults and the Child—The Language of Tenderness and of Passion). 

2. I first read the diary (which was written in German) in 
the Library of Congress, but could not secure permission from the 
Sigmund Freud Archives to quote from it. Dr. Judith Dupont 
generously sent me a copy, and has allowed me to cite from it in 
this chapter. Dr. Dupont is preparing a French translation of the 
entire diary, and I understand that Michael Balint, before he died, 
had prepared an English translation which will be published in 
England. 

3. The English translation of Ferenczi’s paper by Michael 
Balint is not entirely accurate; in some cases he adds words Ferenczi 
did not use, in others he omits words that Ferenczi did use. I have 
therefore made my own translation in collaboration with Marianne 
Loring. For the German text I have used vol. 3 of Bausteine zur 
Psychoanalyse, by Dr. S. Ferenczi (Arbeiten aus den Jahren igo 8 - 

edited by Vilma Kovacs (Bern: Hans Huber, 1939). The 
passages quoted come from pp. 517 and 522. There is an excellent 
and reliable French translation by Judith Dupont in vol. 4 of her 
edition of Ferenczi’s collected works, Dr, Sdndor Ferenczi: Oeuvres 
completes, vol. 4: 1927-1933, Psychoanalyse, 4, translated by Coq- 
Heron (a translation group composed of Judith Dupont, Suzanne 
Hommel, Frangoise Samson, Pierre Sabourin, Bernard This) (Paris: 
Payot, 1982). 

4. “Identification with the aggressor’’ {Identifizierung mit dem 
Aggressor) is usually attributed to Anna Freud’s 1936 book. The 
Ego and the Mechanisms of Defence, In fact, the term occurs for 
the first time in Ferenczi’s article. Cf. p. 11 of the original German 
article published in Int, Z, PsychoanaL, where Ferenczi writes of an 
dngstliche Identifizierung .und Introjektion (identification and intro- 
jection based on fear). In the diary, too, Ferenczi uses the term 
and the concept repeatedly. 

5. Cf. John E. Gedo, “The Wise Baby Reconsidered,’’ in 
Freud: The Fusion of Science and Humanism—The Intellectual 
History of Psychoanalysis, edited by John E. Gedo and George H. 
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Pollock (New York: International Universities Press, 1976), pp. 

357-378- 

6. “Korrespondenzblatt der Internationalen Psychoanaly- 
tischen Vereinigung,” edited by Anna Freud, Int. Z. PsychoanaL, 18 
(1932),pp. 239-299. 

7. From a review by A. Bromley of Ferenczi’s Final Contri¬ 
butions to the Problems and Methods of Psycho-Analysis, edited by 
Michael Balint, translated by Eric Mosbacher et al. (London: 
Hogarth Press and the Institute of Psycho-Analysis, 1955). The 
review appeared in the Psychoanalytic Quarterly, 26 (1957), pp. 
112-113. 

8. Joan Riviere (1883-1962) translated many of Freud’s and Fe- 
renczi’s papers into English. She was an analyst herself and was in analy¬ 
sis with Jones. 

9. S. Ferenczi, “Confusion of Tongues between Adults and 
the Child: The Language of Tenderness and the Language of 
Passion,” Int, J. Psycho-Analy,, 30 (1949), pp. 225-230. 

10. The best-known works (though none is very informa¬ 
tive) are those by Michael Balint: “Sandor Ferenczi’s Technical 
Experiments,” in Psychoanalytic Techniques, edited by Benjamin B. 
Wolman (New York: Basic Books, 1967), pp. 147-167. The Basic 
Fault: Therapeutic Aspects of Regression (London: Tavistock, 1968), 
chapter 23: “The Disagreement between Freud and Ferenczi and Its 
Repercussions.” “Dr. Sandor Ferenczi as Psychoanalyst” (1933), 
reprinted in Problems of Human Pleasure and Behaviour (New York: 
Liveright, 1956), pp. 235-242. See also Clara Thompson, “The 
Therapeutic Technique of Sandor Ferenczi: A Comment,” Int. J. 
Psycho-Anal, 24 (1943), pp. 64-66; Bela Grunberger, “De la 
‘technique active a la confusion de langues,’ ” Revue frangaise de 
psychoanalyse, 38 (1974), pp. 521-546; Use Barande, Sandor 
Ferenczi (Paris: Payot, 1972); Janine Chasseguet-Smirgel, “A propos 
de la technique active de Ferenczi,” in Pour une psychoanalyse de 
Vart et de la creativite (Paris: Payot, 1967). Edward Glover’s treat¬ 
ment of active technique in his book The Technique of Psycho- 
Analysis (New York: International Universities Press, 1955, pp. 
165-184) is useful. 

11. Jones, 2, pp. 91-93. 

12. The letters between Freud and Ferenczi were transcribed 
by Michael Balint and Ernst Freud, for an edition planned many 
years ago, though never published. This transcript, which is not free 
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of errors, exists in several copies, including one at the Librarj^ of 
Congress. I saw the copy in >iaresfield Gardens. 

13. Curiously enough, the actual text of the letter does not 
say this. The German reads: **Ich bin cuch jener PsA Vbermensch 
den wir konstruiert haben, babe auch die Gegenubertragung nicht 
uberwunden^ There is no negative {nicht) in the text, even if the 
sense seems to demand it. I saw' only the transcript, the same one 
that Jones saw'. The original letters are in the possession of Mrs. 
Enid Balint and are not available. 

14. This is what the sense demands, and later letters from 
Freud to Ferenczi show’ that this is how* it w^as understood (see note 
15, chapter 3). But the actual German reads: ‘W.B. Glauben Sie ja 
nicht, doss ich bei Ihnen irgendwelche grossartigen Geheimnisse 
vermute?^ which translates, literally, as: “You must not believe that 
I intuit that you have some magnificent secret.” But in that case, the 
question mark is out of order. Perhaps the manuscript has been in¬ 
correctly read. 

15. “Beitrag zur Diskussion fiber Onanie,” Bausteine, 3, 
p. 37. Ferenczi's original discussion appeared in vol. 2 of Diskussionen 
des Wiener psychocnafytischen Vereins: Die Onanie. Vierzehn 
Beitrdge zu einer Diskussion der Wiener Psychoanalytischen Vereini- 
gung (Wiesbaden: J. F. Bergmann, 1912). The meetings began in 
November 1911 and the prcxreedings can be found in Minutes of the 
Vienna Psychoanalytic Society, edited by Herman Nunberg and 
Ernst Fedem, translated by M. Nunberg (4 vols.; New' York: Inter¬ 
national Universities Press, 1962-1975); the volumes cover the 
years 1906-1918. 

16. James Jackson Putnam and Psychoanalysis, edited by 
Nathan G. Hale, Jr., translation of German texts by Judith Bemays 
Heller (Cambridge: Har\'ard University Press, 1971), p. 312. The 
reference is to a book by Jeno KoUaritz (j/c) (1870-1940), Char- 
akter und Servositdt (Berlin: Springer, 1912). 

17. In 1923, Otto Rank and Sandor Ferenczi published a joint 
work, EntwicklungszJele der Psychoanalyse: Zur Wechselbeziehung 
von Theorie und Praxis (Leipzig, Vienna, and Zurich: InL Psycho- 
anal. V'erlag). translated as The Developmental Aims of Psycho- 
Analysis (New' York: E>over, 1956), which brought into the open the 
controversy over Ferenczi's technique. (See Jones, 3, p. 58, for a 
trenchant critique.) Four presiously unpublished Freud/Ferenczi 
letters which discuss questions of analytic technique were recently 
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published in an article by Use Simitis, “Sigmund Freud/Sandor 
Ferenczi: Sechs Briefe zur Wechselbeziehung von psychoanalytischer 
Theorie und Technik,” in Zur Psychoanalyse der Objektbeziehungen, 
edited by Gemma Jappe and Carl Nedelmann, Problemata Fromann- 
Holzboogy 88 (1981), pp. 139-174. On January ii, 1930 (p. 143), 
Freud told Ferenczi that he was “fed up” (he used the English words) 
with the therapeutic aspects of psychoanalysis, in contrast to Ferenczi’s 
furor sanandi, his desire to heal at all costs. 

18. Int. y. Psycho-Anal, 8 (1927), pp. 417-421. 

19. Letter to the author, December 20, 1979. 

20. “Ferenczi’s Contributions to Psychoanalysis,” Psychiatry, 
7 (i 944 ),pp. 245-252. 

21. Jones, 3, p. 197. The German translation of Jones’s book 
gives the original German (when available) of letters that Jones had 
translated into English. Das Leben und Werk von Sigmund Freud, 
translated by Gertrud Meili-Dworetzki with the assistance of 
Katherine Jones (Bern: Hans Huber, 1978; original German transla¬ 
tion, 1962). Freud’s letter is dated December 13, 1931. Jones’s 
translation of the first sentence misses the ironic tone: “. . . die 
Differenz z^vischen uns sich auf ein Kleinstes, ein Detail der Technik, 
zuspitzt . . .” (Our differences come to a head over a very minor 
thing, a detail of technique.) Jones has omitted the words ein 
Kleinstes (a very minor thing), which is used sarcastically here, 
for kissing patients is hardly a minor detail of technique. Freud, in 
his original letter, did not write “God the Father” as Jones has trans¬ 
lated, but used the English “godfather,” i.e., that Ferenczi was 
godfather to these ideas. 

22. ""Sexuelle Spielerel'* The recently published letters from 
Ferenczi to Groddeck reveal that, in 1904 or 1905, Ferenczi began an 
affair with a married woman, Gizella Palos, whose family he had 
known for many years. She had a daughter, Elma, who was in analysis 
with Ferenczi. Ferenczi fell in love with his patient, the daughter of 
his future wife, and wished to marry her. The unpublished letters 
from Ferenczi to Freud show that Freud urged him against acting on his 
inclinations, and, in fact, on March i, 1919, Ferenczi married Gizella, 
who was eight years older than he. (Her former husband, who had 
not wanted the divorce, died of a heart attack the same day.) They 
had no children. The emotional complication of the two affairs seems 
not to have unduly bothered Freud. But Ferenczi felt (as revealed 
in his letters to Groddeck) that Freud had destroyed his chances for 
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sexual happiness and was angry with him. He told Groddeck (Decem¬ 
ber 25, 1921): “I want . . . not an analytic interpretation, but 
something real, a young woman, a child.” In “Analysis Terminable 
and Interminable,” written in 1937, Freud said that Ferenczi’s analysis 
“had a completely successful result. He married the woman he 
loved . . {S.E,y 23, p. 221). For the letters to Groddeck, available 
only in French, see Sdndor Ferenczi/ Georg Groddeck: Correspon- 
dance (1921-1933)^ translation, notes, and commentaries by Coq- 
Heron (a translation group composed of Judith Dupont, Suzanne 
Hommel, Frangoise Samson, Pierre Sabourin, Bernard This) (Paris: 
Payot, 1982). The introduction by Judith Dupont is excellent. 

23. Wilhelm Stekel (1868-1940), one of Freud’s earliest 
followers, was noted for a tendency to invent case histories. He 
resigned from the Psychoanalytic Society in 1912, to Freud’s evident 
relief. 

24. Letter to the author from Dr. Judith Dupont of April 28, 

1983. 

25. The German paper appeared in Int. Z. Psychoanal., 17 
(i 93 i)» PP- 161-175; English translation in Int. J. Psycho-Anal.y 12 
(1931)* PP- 468-482. Reprinted in Final Contributions, cited above, 
pp. 126-142; the passage cited is on p. 133. 

26. Int. Z. Psychoanal., 16 (1930), pp. 149—164; English 
translation in Int. J. Psycho-Anal., ii (1930), pp. 428-443. Reprinted 
in Final Contributions, pp. 108-125; the passage cited is on p. 121. 
Along with “Confusion of Tongues” these papers, in which Ferenczi 
speaks of real traumas, are comparable to Freud’s three 1896 papers: 
“Heredity and the Aetiology of the Neuroses” {S.E., 3, pp. 142-156), 
“Further Remarks on the Neuro-psychoses of Defence” {S.E., 3, 
pp. 159-185), and “The Aetiology of Hysteria” ( 5 .E., 3, pp. 191- 
221). 

27. “Gedanken iiber das Trauma” appeared in Int. Z. Psycho- 
anal., 20 (1934), pp. 5-12. It comes from the Ferenczi literary estate 
(Nachlass), but is not identical to what appears in Bausteine, the 
most complete collection of Ferenczi’s writings in German. Most of 
the passages can be found somewhere in Bausteine, but there are also 
whole paragraphs which cannot be found in print anywhere. There 
are also discrepancies between the two texts, and it is impossible to 
tell which is the more authentic. At the beginning of vol. 3 of 
Bausteine (which contains the Nachlass material), Vilma Kovacs 
says that “discretion demanded leaving out material from the 
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Nachlass'' The French translation, cited above, by Judith Dupont 
et al., is much better than anything that now exists in English and also 
more reliable. Judith Dupont {op, cit,, p. 266) notes that these “notes 
and fragments” are the less intimate part of the diary. 

28. August 29, 1932: "'Jones ist auch kein ungetrubtes 
VergnUgen fiir die ZukunftJ' 

29. Cf. Jones, 3, p. 184. 

30. Freud knew the thrust of Ferenczi’s paper. An unpub¬ 
lished letter from Ferenczi to Freud written on May 31, 1931, con¬ 
tains a summary of two “preliminary communications” that Ferenczi 
proposed giving at the Congress: 

Does the dream have a second function? Supported by experi¬ 
ences that took place in deep relaxation in the course of analysis, 
during which traumatic experiences tend to be repeated, as well 
as by the analysis of dreams in general, one comes to suspect 
that the states of sleeping and dreaming are always attempting 
to empty the psychical system of traumatic day- and life-residues 
by means of living through them again [in the form of dreams] 
and thereby reveal something of the nature of traumatic-neurotic 
dream processes. 

Freud’s response was that the “so-called second function of the 
dream is also its first function,” and he refers to Beyond the Pleasure 
Principle, Ferenczi answered on June 14, 1931: 

Dear Professor: 

Naturally I know only too well that the function of the dream 
that I emphasize is the same that you have described and ex¬ 
plained (in Beyond the Pleasure Principle) as being character¬ 
istic of the dreams of the person who has been traumatized. 
My experiences, however, force me to emphasize this point of 
view more than you did in The Interpretation of Dreams. In 
other words: I would like to generalize the point of view that 
in sleep and dreams traumas are mastered. 

31. On September 27, 1932, Ferenczi wrote to Freud to com¬ 
plain of Brill’s presence at their meeting. Freud’s answer (October 2, 
1932), which is unpublished, is substantially what Jones used in his 
account of the meeting: 

It was never intended that Brill should play the role of arbiter. 
Nor did he ever begin to play such a role. Remember, he wasn’t 
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even there when you came in. You said, without a word of 
greeting: “I will read to you my Congress paper out loud.” 

32. Dr. Lampl-de Groot wrote to me on December 20, 1979: 

I still have a vivid picture of him, when my husband and I 
approached him during the boat trip on the Rhejn off Wiesbaden. 
He was lonely and looked forlorn and distressed. As Hans Lampl 
and I myself had always liked him as one of the finest and most 
sensitive of the “older” generation of analysts, we talked to him 
and tried to cheer him up a little bit. ... I feel, the cuddling and 
kissing of his patients was a real traumatic seduction for them. 
That, at least, was the case with the American woman who came 
to me after Ferenczi’s death. She was completely confused and 
prone to the severest anxieties one can imagine. .. . 

One of the tragedies of sexually seduced children is their later need, 
in some cases (especially where they have not been able to acknowl¬ 
edge their experiences), to repeat these experiences in a setting where 
they are no longer the victim but the perpetrator of the seduction. 
The same is true of physical beatings. It is a tragic compulsion to 
repeat past sorrows by acting them out against someone else. 
Ferenczi’s sexualized behavior toward some of his patients was no 
doubt an example of this. I do not understand why Ferenczi did not 
see that any form of disguised sexuality with a patient who had been 
misused in this same manner during her childhood was bound to be 
hurtful. 

33. In every other case I have been able to trace the origin 
of Jones’s statements. But I have not succeeded in finding a source 
for his claims that Ferenczi had homicidal outbursts. It should be 
noted that Jones had been analyzed by Ferenczi. Relations between 
the two men were not good. The correspondence between Jones and 
Ferenczi at the Colchester Archives is enlightening: On December 
13, 1926, Ferenczi wrote to Jones (in English): “\^o of us is quite 
free from character difficulties?” He defends himself against Jones’s 
accusation that his works are “fantastic” with these words (in a 
German letter of January 6, 1930): 

I don’t always read your works with unmixed pleasure either. If 
mine are wild and fantastic, yours often give the impression of 
a kind of logical-sadistic violence, especially since the works, 
which, by the way, are equally fantastic, on child analysis have 
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appeared. These works of your English group have not charmed 
me in the least. 

In the same letter, Ferenczi writes: 

Perhaps we should draw the lesson, from this event, that psycho¬ 
analysts in particular, more than has been the case until now, 
should not allow scientific and scientific-technique differences of 
opinion to degenerate into personal attacks. . . . It would be useless to 
deny that what is really a question of scientific technique, the problem 
of lay analysis in America, as well as certain differences of opinion 
with regard to the analysis of children, has given occasion to the rise of 
a certain angry mood between us, old friends. As a lone worker I have 
used the last years, somewhat withdrawn, to attempt to go deeper into 
theory and technique. Perhaps by the next Congress I will be able to 
speak about some of these things. 

34 - I 933 > P- 464. Cf. Michael Balint’s letter to the editor, 
Int, /. Psycho-AnaL, 39 (1938), p. 68, “Sandor Ferenczi’s Last 
Years.” Jones responded: 

The varying value of Ferenczi’s last writings remain, as Dr. 
Balint rightly remarks, controversial. I merely recorded my 
acquiescence in the opinions expressed so firmly by Freud, 
Eitingon, and everyone I knew in 1933.. . . 

Cf. Imre Hermann, “Die Objektivitat in Jones’ Diagnose fiber 
Ferenczis Krankheit,” Psyche, 7 (1953), p. 116, who takes a stand 
in favor of Ferenczi’s last opinions. This is also true of the obituary 
by Michael Balint (a former analysand of Ferenczi’s), which was 
based on a paper read on the occasion of the fifteenth anniversary 
of Ferenczi’s death, at the British Psycho-Analytic Society, on May 
5, 1948, and published in Int. J. Psycho-AnaL, 30 (1949)- However, 
Balint seems to have taken his remarks from the German article 
by Max Eitingon published in Imago, 19 (1933), pp. 289-295, 
quoted below. 

35. Imago, 19 (1933), p. 292. Ernst Simmel gave an elaborate 
obituary at a special meeting of the Berlin Psychoanalytic Society, 
“Gedenkrede ffir Sandor Ferenczi,” published in Imago, 19. He 
mentions all of Ferenczi’s important papers except the 1932 paper. 
See, too, the obituary by Paul Federn in Int. Z. PsychoanaL, 19 
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(i 933 )> PP- 305-321, also published in English in Int, /. Psycho- 
Anal, According to S. Lorand (obituary published in the Psycho¬ 
analytic Review, 22 [1933], p. 360): “In another year, he would 
have seen the special jubilee number of the Internationale Zeitschrift 
fur Psychoanalyse which was planned for his 60th birthday.” How¬ 
ever, the 1934 issue of the Zeitschrift was not dedicated to Ferenczi, 
though it began with an unpublished article by him. 

36. Int, Z, Psychoanal, 19 (1933), pp. 301-304. S,E,, 22, 
pp. 226-229. 

37. This book, published in 1924 (though written in 1918), 
contains the trace of many ideas passed on by Freud in the course 
of their conversations, which may have played some role in Freud’s 
admiration of the work. The German text is reproduced in Schriften 
zur Psychoanalyse, vol. 2, edited by M. Balint (Frankfurt am Main: 
Conditio Humana, 1972). The book appeared in English in 1938 as 
Thalassa: A Theory of Genitality (Albany, N.Y.: The Psychoanalytic 
Quarterly, Inc.). Note the footnote to p. 77 in the German text and 
cf. 5 .F., 4, p. 116. 

38. The German text of this revealing letter has not been 
published, but the French translation, by Judith Dupont et al., appears 
in Sdndor Ferenczi/Georg Groddeck: Correspondance (1921-1933), 

p. 55. 

39. New York: Basic Books, 1959, p. 200. 

40. Ferenczi evidently believed that Freud was not prepared 
to accept the reality of traumatic events in early childhood because 
of a personal reluctance to examine his own childhood. Thus in his 
diary (August 4, 1932) Ferenczi writes: “In his behavior Freud 
plays the role of the castrating god. He does not want to know any¬ 
thing at all about the traumatic aspects [Momente] of his own castra¬ 
tion in childhood, and deems himself to be the only one who need 
not be analyzed.” Toward the end of this diary (Aug. 7, 1932), 
Ferenczi makes a comment that will strike a responsive chord in 
many analytic patients today: 

Mrs. F. felt, rightly so, attracted by the essence of psycho¬ 
analysis, trauma and reconstruction, but is repelled by the way 
analysts make use of these concepts [in treatment]. On the other 
hand. Professor K., who is not an analyst, is helpful to her 
because he supportively [vertrauensvolt] allows the patient’s own 
intelligence to flourish. 
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FREUD AND EMMA ECKSTEIN 

Emma Eckstein’s relationship to Freud and to psychoanalysis 
has been shrouded in mystery. Only vague hints as to her con¬ 
nection with Freud have emerged from the standard sources. 
Jones (2, p. 469) writes that Freud 

found the psychology of women more enigmatic than that of 
men. . . . Freud was interested in another type of woman, of a 
more intellectual and perhaps masculine cast. Such women several 
times played a part in his life, accessory to his men friends though 
of a finer caliber, but they had no erotic attraction for him. Minna 
Bernays, then in chronological order; Emma Eckstein, Loe Kann, 
Lou Andreas-Salome, Joan Riviere, Marie Bonaparte. 

It is not clear from whom Jones heard this, whether from Freud 
himself, or, more likely, from his daughter Mathilde. (The let¬ 
ters between Jones and Mathilde are in the Jones Archives in 
the Institute for Psycho-Analysis in London. I could not find 
any reference to Emma Eckstein there.) 

Emma Eckstein was born in Vienna on January 28, 1865, 
the child of Albert (born in 1825) and Amalia (born Wehle, in 
1836) Eckstein, and died on July 30, 1924, of apoplexia cerebri. 
Emma Eckstein had five sisters and two brothers. Her eldest 
sister, Kathe Hirsch, was the mother of Albert Hirst and Dr. A. 
Elias, both of whom granted interviews to K. R. Eissler in the 
1950’s about their Aunt Emma. (These interviews are now at 
the Library of Congress, in sealed archives.) One of Emma’s 
brothers, Friedrich Eckstein, was referred to by Freud in Civiliza¬ 
tion and Its Discontents (S.E., 21, p. 72), according to Anna 
Freud: 
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Another friend of mine, whose insatiable craving for knowledge 
has led him to make the most unusual experiments and has ended 
by giving him encyclopaedic knowledge, has assured me that 
through the practices of Yoga, by withdrawing from the world, 
by fixing the attention on bodily functions and by peculiar methods 
of breathing, one can in fact evoke new sensations and coenes- 
thesias in oneself, which he regards as regressions to primordial 
states of mind which have long ago been overlaid. 

Friedrich Eckstein, called “the philosopher of the Ringstrasse,” 
w’as a Sanskritist, a vegetarian, a close friend of Hugo Wolf, 
Bruckner, and other musicians, and wrote articles about psycho¬ 
analysis. His autobiography, which Freud took with him to Lx)n- 
don, Alte unnennbare Tage! Erinnerungen aus 70 Lehr- and 
Wanderjahren (Ineffable Days of Old: Memories of Seventy 
Years of Travel and Study) (Vienna, Leipzig, Zurich: Herbert 
Reichner Verlag, 1936), mentions Freud several times (pp. 20- 
24). There is some information given about the father, Albert 
Eckstein, an inventor, who had a parchment factory, but other¬ 
wise he says little about the family. Emma Eckstein is not men¬ 
tioned by name. The other brother, Gustav Eckstein (1875- 
1916), a Social Democrat, was an associate of Karl Kautsky, 
the leader of the Socialist Party in Austria. Gustav died of tuber¬ 
culosis at an early age. He is mentioned on p. 214 of the Oester- 
reichische Biographische Lexicon (1815-1950). Karl Kautsky’s 
son, an obstetrician, was a friend of Emma Eckstein. According 
to Mrs. Ella Heinz, a friend of his, whom I interviewed in Berke¬ 
ley (1981), he spoke of an ill-fated gynecological operation 
that Freud encouraged, which eventually led to Emma E’s death. 
(See below, p. 245.) I have not been able to confirm this from 
any other source, and Mrs. Heinz’s memory of what Dr. Kautsky 
told her about this was rather vague. Emma Eckstein’s sister 
Therese Schlesinger was one of the first women members of par¬ 
liament. Her biography is found in Alfred Magaziner, Die Weg- 
bereiter: Aus der Geschichte der Arbeiterbewegung (Vienna: 
Volksbuchverlag [1975], pp. 216-219). 

We do not know much about Emma Eckstein’s early life. 
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Until 1905, she wrote articles (discussed below); after that, she 
seems to have withdrawn from the world and lived in a room, 
surrounded by books, never leaving her couch, apparently 
confined to it by a puzzling ailment which those around her 
considered hysterical in origin but which she felt was organic. 

A single mysterious line from an unpublished passage in a 
letter to Fliess (December 12, 1897) indicates that Emma Eck¬ 
stein, at Freud’s request, saw patients. The passage itself is about 
the seduction theory. The first line begins: 

Die Eckstein hat ihre Patientin so behandelt, doss sie . . . 

[Eckstein treated her patient in such a way that . . .] 

From the rest of the passage (see above, p. 114), it is clear that 
the treatment she used was nothing other than psychoanalysis. 
It is, unfortunately, the only such passage in the letters—nothing 
further is said about Emma’s seeing patients. Fliess seems to 
have known about it, since Freud does not feel it necessary to 
explain to him why Emma would be seeing patients. Under 
what circumstances, for how long, and with what results, are all 
questions that cannot be answered. 

In the Library of Congress there is a series of fourteen un¬ 
published letters, given to the library by Emma Eckstein’s 
nephew, Albert Hirst, that Freud wrote to Emma Eckstein be¬ 
tween 1895 and 1910. One of these is simply a visiting card, 
which reads, on the envelope: 

Fraulein Emma Eckstein 

V Siebenbrunnengasse 15 

On the other side is written: 

Dr. Sigm. Freud 

Dozent fiir Nervenkrankheiten a. d. Universitat 
Wien, 

ord. 3-5 h. IX., Berggasse 19 

Dies ist Fraulein Stella Pfeffer, 19 J. Ihr 

Pflegekind usw. 
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The card is udi dated. But since pjeud uses the title Dozent. tnx 
WBE before he received the title ol AuzscrD^aeroiicher tAKiOciatei 
Professor; i.e,, before 1902. Tne text reads 

This is fto introduce] Mae Stelia Pfefier. 19 veais oid, your 
iostei child, etc. 

No doubt the “etc.’* referred id the fact that Freud hac airea:^ 
discussed the “case’* vdtfa Emma F.ckstehi before sending ner 
It appears to be a referra] of a patient. 

EmniE Eckstein had vriiten about the sexual eniurhtenmeni 
of children as early as 1^99. in an anicie published tn tne so¬ 
cialist Die neue Zeh entnled “Eine wichture Eiziehimgsiraae’* 
(An important Question in Education » <(Die neue Zeii, F^evue 
des geisxigen und dfentlichen Lebens, lE IlEo9-:9:iv>]. pr bof— 
56 o ), She vntes there tnat 

£ child knov^ shame on}} slichth. or no: at all. know nc sexual 
feeiincs of any kind, and so can onh guess that there are other 
reasons, besides the desire to have children, that would rue! the 
desire to have sexual intercourse. 

She ends the essav r(v"iuch is onh two pages ionr m satung 
that she would teE £ child that adults “mate v'hen the;} like each 
other, m fact, love each other Jdie sick lieh naberl so much 
that each of them w^ishes that their cnild vdB io'ok iie therr part¬ 
ner.’* There is £ dim echo of this thought, and even similar 
wordmg, in the minutes from, e meetmg of the VienuE 
analttic Societyt on Mav^ 12. 1909. where Freud says of children 
“Enlightenment should above all make it clear 10 them thxa: tha 
is £ matter of acts of tenderness, that their parents love each 
other vert much” . dczs sick die Eherr dabe: sem licb 
haberC^)^ At £ meetmg on January 4. 1911, Paii Fedem. viiose 
f amil y w^as close to the Ecistem ramiht mentions EnmiE^'s 
article, calling it the hrst wort on this subject w^ritien under tns 
influence of psvchoanah^is {F^-otoiioUe d^r Wiener vcyche-- 
andtyzischen Vereimgung^ 3, p. 107 Ik J^i olrgaiig Huber 
kindly drew my attention to a book retuev signed “EE.” m 
the table of contents her full name is grven v^hidh aroeaiec m 
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Die neue Zeit, 21, no. 24 (1902-1903), p. 768, of a book by 
E. Stiehle: Eine Mutterpflicht. Beitrag zur sexuellen Pddagogik 
(A Mother’s Duty. Contribution to Sexual Pedagogy) (Leipzig: 
Hermann Seemann, n.d.). Emma is very indignant, and eloquent, 
about mothers who instill in their daughters the social shame 
that comes from having a child out of wedlock. She quotes a 
dialogue between mother and daughter which, she says, is as 
bad as depositing the bogeyman in the child’s memory for life, 
causing her to fear her own instincts. She calls this “complete 
idiocy.’’ It is the most liberal piece that Emma Eckstein wrote. 

Emma Eckstein’s major work was a short (38 pages) book, 
entitled Die Sexualjrage in der Erziehung des Kindes (The Ques¬ 
tion of Sexuality in Child-Rearing) (Leipzig: Curt Wigand, 
1904). A friendly but critical review by Bernhard Steiner ap¬ 
peared in Mutterschutz, 10 (1905-1906), pp. 448-450. Freud 
was apparently involved in its creation (see below). Half of the 
citations come from books that were in Freud’s library (and we 
know from his letters to Emma Eckstein, written between 1895 
and 1910, that she was borrowing books from his library; e.g., in 
letters of 1902): Mobius, On the Natural Feeble-Mindedness 
of Women; Rohleder on masturbation; Havelock Ellis on the 
sexual instincts; Multatuli; and Carpenter on “Love’s Coming- 
of-Age.” Most of her book is devoted to the subject of mastur¬ 
bation in childhood. It is surprising to learn that Emma Eckstein 
shares the views of most contemporary physicians. She begins 
by saying that it is the duty of mothers to develop “insight into 
the great danger of precociously awakened sexual feelings and 
the extraordinarily common and dangerous practice, even among 
children, of masturbation” (p. 7). She continues (p. 9): 

Masturbation is an insidious enemy for the child. Unnoticed and 
unsuspected, it slinks into the nursery and works away there, 
assiduously and with no hindrance, at its goal of destroying the 
youth and strength, both physical and mental, of its victims. These 
victims were exposed to it because the appointed guardians of the 
child did not repress the danger, or had not even learned to see 
the danger. 
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Sbs dscrires (p. ir) •Ritb s.ppro's'sJ liis use of special ni^t 
doiing lo prevjc: sasnirtiatioiL be; aoies uia.: “once the sexual 
feelrip z.tvt beec -■a^enei” there is tao end to the wa}^ the 
child •=in ind.io pro's’ide hituself "Rith sexual snruulation. She 
thes ■axes up a posiuon agatust the •siew she herself held earlier 
(ia ibe ;S99 amrle paotead abcyie). and saj’s that women ‘hnust 
cwercome 'he dsmclruaika to allow the possibly of sexual 
feelmp in daudren” (p. 12). She refers m Rohleders boci oq 
masrurbahoQ (p. 15) (Herma nn Rohleher, Die Mesturbanon 
[rnd ed; Berlm: H. K.-*nfe]d, 29 > 023 ; Freud o'wned a cop}' of 
iis boot, nos' in Maresde’d Gardens). She agrees "Rith Rohledsa" 
d complaining “that unrvecsenes do not o 5 er courses on how to 
treat masturbanoo eSecch'eiK'.” For there is no question, as the 
leadrig fgures in psTchiatrT tell tis, that “masturbatlcm practiced 
m early childhood can have dire consequences for the mental 
drselcpmen: oc the mdb'idual" ip. 14). She bemoans the fact 
mat mechanica] and forceril measures (e.g.. bandages 1 are nec¬ 
essary in earnest chiidheod. but **ne^'enheless it would be mis¬ 
placed seunmentaEty to stand aloof from these temporary 
resrrvmons and incon's’emences and thus pro\'ide room for the 
e'sil [m g:t?w3“ (p, 15). She is i>oi in favor of punishing the 
child, but ’wshes to ally herself Tsim a healthy part of him that 
must learr to recognize tins *^ad haist as a hateful one," and 
to snrsngmen me de^^'age in the child that separates his ■Rill 
from his ability (p. iS). The -R'ay to do this is to gain the con- 
5dec-ce of the child, and try to invsde his secret practice—learn 
the umes and me memod and create an atmosphere such that the 
'^lini-e sinner •a^S dare to ruefaDy s£}‘; Mother, against my -will, 
I did it again” (p, 19). For the child must be encouraged to 
eiperier-ce '“msdain for his own feelings ” One cannot help but 
:e«.'. me autobjcgraphical tJirust of this section: 

Few u* s? inciT that mrv emerge from bathe the >'jctor 
±rou£h their energenc wiH and the practice, begun early on. of 
self-ccctroi. >icts: people torrure themselves in mental agony, 
which they keep a closeh' guarded secret and winch grows es’cn 
KtronKT bseS a poisons their Sfe (p. 15). 
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It is not seldom that a single individual considers his craving for 
masturbation and the pleasure he takes in it to be completely 
unique to him, and thinks of himself therefore as more evil and 
more animal-like than others would ever guess. He considers it 
completely impossible to communicate his suffering and sorrow 
to even his most trusted friend. The mere fact that an older, more 
experienced person provides him with enlightenment as to the 
character as well as the frequency of this practice is often sufficient 
to help him and free him [from his misery] (p. 19). 

It is hard to avoid seeing here a thinly veiled reference to 
her treatment with Freud. Albert Hirst, interviewed in 1952 by 
K. R. Eissler for the Sigmund Freud Archives (I saw a copy 
of this interview in the Jones Archives in London), mentioned 
that he had a terrible feeling of shame over masturbation, and 
that Freud helped him considerably (during a period of analysis 
in 1910) by explaining to him that masturbation was practically 
universal and not likely to do him any harm. This is in marked 
contrast to Freud’s earlier views. Appalling as the views described 
in Emma E’s pamphlet are, they were still, just as were those 
of Freud, in advance of most of the views on masturbation of 
the time. The attempt, even though often self-righteous and pre¬ 
tentious, was nonetheless to seek out some of the psychological 
sources and consequences of masturbation. For example, she 
writes that masturbation is a replacement for love from another 
person (op. cit., p. 17: she calls it “Entschddigung fiir entzogene 
Liebe,’’ a compensation for lost love)—an obvious point now, 
but not at the time. However, it is not difficult to see in this 
essay another tendency, an attempt to distance herself from any 
thoughts about sexual seduction. She seems eager to lay the blame 
for a precociously awakened genital sexuality on something she 
feels is a particularly dangerous seed-bed of sexual vice in the 
case of little girls: fantasies. “Daydreams,” she writes (p. 21), 
are “parasitic plants,” which take over more and more of the 
life of the young girl. They are not, she explains, content to live 
at night, in dreams, but invade the day as well. And what are 
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these daydreams? “The range of ideas in daydreams is a very 
limited one. They are primarily imaginings about sexuality,’’ and 
they are, moreover, “of a highly fantastic kind.’’ Could this pos¬ 
sibly be a reference to the shame she felt at having had ideas 
of being seduced as a child? No doubt, by this time, she was well 
aware that Freud felt she had never, in fact, been seduced, but 
was a severe masturbator, given over to inventing stories “of a 
highly fantastic kind.” At the end of her book, Emma Eckstein 
speaks of a fear that many young women had that “by dancing, 
by topical [medical] treatment such as massages and the like, 
or through a kiss, they could become pregnant” (p. 30). She 
hints that she herself “treated” such cases: 

Here I wish to stress as well: I am not aware of a single case that 
can be thought of as the result of a constitutional predisposition to 
illness or lack of Intelligence. When I for the first time succeeded 
with much difficulty in eliciting such a secret from a well-read, 
gifted 18-year-old girl who had been educated accordingly, when 
for the first time I came to see the emotional anguish of such a 
helpless being, I believed, deeply shaken, I was faced with the 
specific product of a diseased imagination. Once my attention had 
been drawn to it, though, experience taught me that this fantasy 
was not at all unusual, but is the exceedingly painful result of a 
lack of knowledge. 

She then proceeds to the device of an invented letter: 

I believe the best way to express my views and ideas in regard to 
this subject is by means of the following letter which is conceived 
[gedacht] as part of a correspondence between a mother and her 
child and is to provide the desired enlightenment from afar. 

Why would Emma choose to include a letter that could be 
mistaken for a real one to an imaginary son (who could also 
be mistaken for a real son)? The theme of an unmarried mother 
(vaguely hinted at by the fact that the mother is writing to her 
son from far away—almost as if they were not to meet again) 
was very important to Emma Eckstein. She has a short article 
in Dokumente der Frauen, “Das Dienstmadchen als Mutter” 
(Servant as Mother), published in 1899 {Dokumente der Frauen, 
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2, no. 14 [1899-1900], edited by August Fickert, Marie Lang, 
and Rosa Mayreder, pp. 594-598). The article is about “un¬ 
married girls who come at a very tender age from the country 
to the city” (p. 595), where they take up service in a wealthy 
household, convinced they are “under the protection of the fam¬ 
ily.” But in reality their protectors too often turn into their 
seducers: “The inexperienced girls are only too easily made the 
victims of the men of the household.” Emma then points out: 

Our laws, which protect all our property, do not recognize the 
honor of somebody who serves, and these poor young girls are 
without rights and without protection even in the eyes of the 
law. A telling proof of this is paragraph No. 504 of our Laws of 
Tort: A guest in the house who dishonors a minor daughter, or a 
minor relative of the male or female head of the house who 
belongs to the household, is liable, for this transgression, to be 
punished with incarceration from i to 3 months according to 
the relationship to the family. Paragraph 505 says that the same 
punishment is to be meted out to a woman servant in the family 
who commits a sexual felony on a minor son or a minor relative 
who is living in the house. So we see: according to [Austrian] law, 
a woman serving in a household can well be punished as a seducer, 
but cannot, by the same law, be herself protected from seduction. 

Emma Eckstein is pointing out that Austrian laws against seduc¬ 
tion are class-oriented and protect the rights of the wealthy, add¬ 
ing to the financial power over their servants a legal one. 

In 1907 Freud wrote an open letter to Dr. M. Fiirst, the 
editor of Soziale Median und Hygiene, which was published in 
the magazine (2, no. 6 [June 1907], pp. 360-367) (“The Sexual 
Enlightenment of Children,” S.E., 9, pp. 130-139), in which 
he says: 

It seems that the large majority of authors, both men and women, 
who have written about the sexual enlightenment of youth have 
concluded in favor of it. But the clumsiness of most of their 
proposals as to when and how this enlightenment is to take place 
tempts one to think that they have not found it easy to arrive at 
this conclusion. So far as my knowledge of the literature goes, a 
single outstanding exception is provided by the charming letter of 
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explanation which a certain Frau Emma Eckstein quotes as having 
been written by her to her son when he was about ten years old. 

Actually, Strachey has mistranslated the last sentence: ‘‘Ganz 
vereinzelt steht nach meiner Literaturkenntnis jener reizende 
Aufkldrungsbrief da, den eine Frau Emma Eckstein an ihren 
etwa zehnjdhrigen Sohn zu schreiben vorgibt” What Freud ac¬ 
tually says is that Emma Eckstein pretends (vorgibt) to write a 
letter to her son. It is not clear from the German whether just 
the letter is “pretend” or the “son” as w^ell. Freud’s reference to a 
ten-year-old is puzzling. Nowhere in her book does Emma Eck¬ 
stein suggest that the Active child she is writing to is ten years 
old. Nor does Emma Eckstein make it clear that she has invented 
the child she is writing to. The word she uses, gedacht, could 
mean either “planned” or “imagined.” 

This same essay by Freud contains a very moving letter which 
appears to have b^en included for its charm: 

The following little document shows how tormenting this curiosity 
can become in older children. It is a letter written by a motherless 
girl of eleven and a half who had been spveculating on the problem 
with her younger sister. 

“Dear Aunt Mali, 

“Will you please be so kind as to tell me how you got Christel 
and Paul. You must know because you are married. We were 
arguing about it yesterday evening and we want to know the truth. 
We have nobody else to ask. When are you coming to Salzburg? 
You know. Aunt Mali, we simply can’t understand how the stork 
brings babies. Trudel thought the stork brings them in a shirt 
Then we want to know as w^ell if the stork gets them out of the 
pond and why one never sees babies in ponds. And will you 
please tell me, too, how one knows beforehand when one is going 
to have one. Write and tell me everything about it 
“With thousands of greetings and kisses from us all, 

“Your inquisitive niece, 

Lili” 

I do not believe that this touching letter brought the tw'o sisters 
the enlightenment they wanted. Later on the writer of it fell ill 
from unanswered questions—of obsessional brooding. 
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Freud clearly knows a great deal about the letter and the person 
who wrote it, and the person who did not answer it. As if im¬ 
pelled by some inner need that he does not communicate, Freud 
adds a footnote in 1924: “After some years, however, her ob¬ 
sessional brooding gave way to a dementia praecox.” 

It is not beyond the realm of possibility that Emma Eckstein 
had an illegitimate child, and that her letter is in fact based on 
reality. If the child was ten at the time this book was written 
in 1904, then she would have given birth in 1894, during her 
analysis. Being in analysis, she would have told Freud, and pos¬ 
sibly nobody else. I must stress that none of the six people I spoke 
to who knew Emma Eckstein had ever heard any such rumor. 
Nor do I believe this is anything more than speculation. But it 
is one more piece of evidence that the mystery surrounding 
Emma Eckstein has by no means been resolved. 

One more, perhaps minor but nevertheless intriguing revela¬ 
tion comes from an unpublished letter that Freud wrote to Emma 
Eckstein on April 17, 1904: 

Dear Emma: 

At last I can give you the answer I owe you—I have been speaking 
so much that I did not get around to writing. So, as far as the 
thesis [or sentence] is concerned, you can make whatever use of 
it you wish. As soon as your work has seen the light of day, I 
will write, in accordance with your ideas, a review, add to it the 
censure [Tadell] you and I both wish, and then offer the whole 
thing to the Neue Freie Presse. Anyway, it will take some time 
before it is printed. I will not demand that it appear in the 
Sunday issue. I know that such wishes do not allow themselves to 
be fulfilled, and in any event it is entirely immaterial [on what day 
the review appears]. 

This comes from the collection of fourteen (unpublished) letters 
to Emma Eckstein in the Library of Congress. It could well be 
that because Freud never did manage to publish the review, the 
open letter to Dr. Fiirst appeared in place of the promised review. 

From a later letter of February 11, 1905, from Freud to Emma 
Eckstein, we learn that the Neue Freie Presse rejected the re¬ 
view, and Freud intended to rewrite it and send it elsewhere: 
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Dear Emma: 

So that you don’t do away with yourself, which would be a grave 
loss for me, I am enclosing the response of the Neue Freie Presse 
to the letter [we] discussed. I answered: [I] am perfectly prepared 
to rewrite it, but this time I must request assurance that it will 
appear next Sunday. As of now there has been no answer. And 
now I believe we are finally free of the Neue Freie Presse and 
can write the article for another newspaper and I hope get it 
published. And this time it should be better. 

Cordial greetings 
Your 
Dr. Freud 

Whether he ever did so, or whether he repaid this “debt” to 
a patient with the reference to her in the 1907 article, is not 
known. My attempts to find the review have been unsuccessful. 

At the end of his life, in 1937, Freud published “Analysis 
Terminable and Interminable” ( 5 .E., 23). It would seem that to 
the end of his days he was preoccupied with Emma Eckstein. 
For, if I am not mistaken, that work contains a hidden reference 
to her case. Freud writes (p. 222): 

I now pass on to my second example, which raises the same 
problem [as Ferenczi’s analysis]. An unmarried woman, no longer 
young, had been cut off from life since puberty by an inability to 
walk, owing to severe pains in the legs. Her condition was ob¬ 
viously of a hysterical nature, and it had defied many kinds of 
treatment. An analysis lasting three-quarters of a year removed 
the trouble and restored to the patient, an excellent and worthy 
person, her right to a share in life. In the years following her 
recovery she was consistently unfortunate. There were disasters 
in her family, and financial losses, and, as she grew older, she 
saw every hope of happiness in love and marriage vanish. But the 
one-time invalid stood up to all this valiantly and was a support to 
her family in difficult times. I cannot remember whether it was 
twelve or fourteen years after the end of her analysis that, owing 
to profuse haemorrhages, she was obliged to undergo a gyneco¬ 
logical examination. A myoma was found, which made a complete 
hysterectomy advisable. From the time of this operation, the 
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woman became ill once more. She fell in love with her surgeon, 
wallowed in masochistic phantasies about the fearful changes in her 
inside—phantasies with which she concealed her romance—and 
proved inaccessible to a further attempt at analysis. She remained 
abnormal to the end of her life. The successful analytic treatment 
took place so long ago that we cannot expect too much from it; 
it was in the earliest years of my work as an analyst. No doubt 
the patient’s second illness may have sprung from the same source 
as her first one which had been successfully overcome: it may 
have been a different manifestation of the same repressed impulses, 
which the analysis had only incompletely resolved. But I am in¬ 
clined to think that, were it not for the new trauma, there would 
have been no fresh outbreaks of neurosis. 

Certain facts speak in favor of identifying this patient as Emma 
Eckstein. First of all, the dates: when Freud speaks of the analy¬ 
sis having taken place “in the earliest years of my work as an 
analyst,” we must assume this to be between 1894 and 1898. 
Emma Eckstein’s analysis certainly fell within this period. The 
letters to Fliess about her cover a period of about three quarters 
of a year, precisely the time Freud mentions as having been 
given over to her analysis. The gynecological operation took 
place twelve to fourteen years later, i.e., between 1908 and 1912. 
Do we have anything from that period that would indicate that 
Freud was in contact with Emma Eckstein? Yes. In the Library of 
Congress, among the papers that Emma Eckstein left her nephew, 
Albert Hirst, is a medical prescription, dated May 24, 1910. 
It is for boric acid for the vagina. It is made out to Miss Emma 
Eckstein (Emma Eckstein never married), and it is signed by 
Sigmund Freud. Freud says that this was one of his earliest cases. 
Albert Hirst, her nephew, in an interview with K. R. Eissler, 
on March 16, 1952 (from the Jones Archives in London), 
writes: “This Aunt Emma, Freud’s first patient, while her whole 
life was marred by a hysteria, still had unusual qualities.” Freud 
says that she was “an excellent and worthy person.” Freud writes 
that the analysis of this patient was a success. Hirst also wrote 
an autobiography. Analysed and Reeducated by Freud Himself, 


Emma Eckstein in the last year of her life 
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which was never published. (Albert Hirst’s niece, Dr. Hanna 
E. Kapit, in New York, kindly sent me a copy of this auto¬ 
biography.) He begins the chapter entitled “Aunt Emma’’ with 
these words: 

One of Freud’s earliest successes as an analyst, perhaps his earliest, 
was the cure of the neurosis of my aunt Emma. 

In the interview with Eissler he said: 

I think it was of importance to him [Freud] in his practice that 
he had this great success, this well-known girl, this girl of a well- 
known family. Now she was a very beautiful woman and after he 
had this great success, she for several years led a perfectly normal 
life. 

Freud says “she was a support to her family.’’ Hirst in the in¬ 
terview says: “She also, after the marriage of her two older sis¬ 
ters, ran my grandmother’s household. That was quite a task— 
6 members, and always open house.’’ Freud tells us that this 
patient suffered a relapse. Hirst, in his chapter on Emma Eck¬ 
stein, writes: “Then Emma suffered a relapse. I have a notion 
that she was all her life in love with a certain Vienna architect, 
and that her relapse came after he got married, or after she 
became convinced in some other way that her love was hopeless.’’ 
Freud says that there were disasters in the family and financial 
losses, and Hirst (interview) says that she “ran a rather com¬ 
plicated household which had to be run in a certain way on very 
little money, with most incredible efficiency.’’ As for the symp¬ 
tom of not being able to walk. Hirst (autobiography) writes that 
“she spent all her days on her couch, never left her room, not 
even for meals, could not walk.” (This is also mentioned in a 
letter to Fliess.) Freud writes that “she proved inaccessible to a 
further attempt at analysis,” and Hirst (interview) says: “There 
was a time when, I remember, I don’t think it was during the 
time that I was in analysis, but it may have been. Anyhow, 
Freud would come to her and try to continue the analysis. There 
was a conflict between him and her.” Freud ends by saying that 
“she remained abnormal to the end of her life.” Hirst (auto- 
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biography) writes: “Emma . . . soon returned to her couch on 
which she had lived so long. She survived, as a hopeless invalid, 
for another ten years.” 


A Letter to Emma Eckstein 


November 30, 1905 
Dear Emma: 

It won’t do you any good if you deprive me of my title. It 
cannot change much between us, and I change my sentiments with 
as much difficulty as I do my opinions. Let me therefore repeat 
that it is only a nasty accident if I cannot resume your treatment. 
As though it had waited for you, the onslaught started after you 
stayed away so that within one week I had to accept 4 [patients] 
and decline 2. You are only too familiar with the sad necessity of 
having to make a living; and the touchiness you betray, though 
at a distance—that I should have treated you without expecting 
money from you—is something that is so little like you that I am 
convinced this will be the first thing you will take back. 

But it naturally has as much to do with the other. That you 
could be so misled, could so misunderstand the freedom to say 
anything in the treatment, and attribute to me the intention of 
offending [you] when I relied on my unshakable trust in your 
friendship and your love of truth in order to permit you to obtain 
insight into a delicate but nevertheless usual and expectable trans¬ 
ference—that, it is true, did not shake my opinion of you, but it 
did again instill in me respect for the elemental femaleness with 
which I constantly have to struggle. I am not surprised then that 
you also do not comprehend other sentences in my letter which 
cannot be misunderstood. I cannot possibly have meant anything 
but that it is impossible for me to let the discontinuation of treat¬ 
ment (the interruption, I hope) be explained with the pretext that 
I regard your pains as organic. That you would have to say 
something else instead which is closer to the truth, to explain 
[the break], for example, that we had a quarrel; that you could not 
accept something that I asserted and the like; that you wanted 
some time in which to think things over or something similar. 
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May I at the end draw your attention to a small contradiction 
which is in fact at the bottom of your being angry. At one time I 
am supposed to have offended you by denying you the qualities 
that would attract a man; the other time I must have offended you 
by explaining to you how it happened that in our relationship 
love did not appear. Can both injuries really be comprehended 
from the same standpoint? I hope you will soon tell me: No 
(which, after all, you like to say) and therefore I remain with 

cordial greetings 
your 

Dr. Freud 

The 1952 interview with Emma’s nephew, Albert Hirst, is 
instructive. He tells Dr. Eissler: 

There was a Viennese woman physician, the daughter of a rather 
well-known physician—a Dr. Dora Teleky. Now she was a friend 
of the family and I thought she was a very good-looking woman, 
incidentally, and I admired her. She one day was visiting Emma, 
while Freud was analyzing Emma in the second stage, and dis¬ 
covered a—oh, some ulcer or something, anyhow some pus collec¬ 
tion on her abdomen, and pretended to operate it and that was 
supposed to be the answer for the trouble, and Emma immediately 
had a great recovery and could get up. and here was the proof 
that this thing was physical. And that must have happened while 
I was in analysis because I remember how indignant Freud was 
about Dr. Teleky for this interference, and he immediately 
stopped the analysis and said “Well, that’s the end of Emma. That 
dooms her from now on, nobody can cure her neurosis.” 

Hirst tells the same story, slightly differently, in his unpublished 
autobiography: 

The second event: Dr. Dora T., a friend of the family, a woman 
physician, came to see Emma as a friendly visitor. She claimed 
suddenly to have discovered an abscess near Emma’s navel and 
drained it. Dora claimed that she had found the source of Emma’s 
illness and had cured it. She thus confirmed Emma in her rejection 
of Freud’s diagnosis of a recurrence of her old neurosis. When 
I told that to Freud the next day he was furious. He took Dora’s 
“diagnosis” as a fake. That to him was a matter of course. He 
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called it a highly unprofessional interference with a patient under 
another doctor’s care. He immediately withdrew from the case, 
saying: “That is Emma’s end. Now she will never get well.” 
He was right. Emma was up and about for a short time, but soon 
returned to her couch on which she had lived so long. She survived, 
as a hopeless invalid, for another ten years. It may be unjust to 
him, but I had the impression, or let me say, the suspicion, justified 
by nothing I can adduce, that Freud was not unhappy to be rid 
of a burdensome charity case. 

There is a striking contrast between Freud’s behavior at the 
time of Emma’s operation by Dora Teleky—of which he thor¬ 
oughly disapproved—and that at the earlier operation by Fliess, 
which he not only approved of but helped to arrange. The irony 
is that the operation by Fliess was, in its very nature, unnecessary 
and unprofessional, whereas Dora Teleky’s operation, based on 
a “claim” (to use Hirst’s word) that Emma had an abdominal 
abscess, is at least within ordinary medical practice. Freud, many 
years earlier, should have been angry at himself and his friend 
Fliess for recommending a dangerous and unnecessary opera¬ 
tion. Is his “fury” at the latest operation anything other than a 
projection of his repressed anger onto Dora Teleky and Emma 
Eckstein, precisely because he was still unable to acknowledge 
what he and Fliess had done to Emma Eckstein? 





APPENDIX B 


THE AETIOLOGY OF HYSTERIA^ 
[translated by JAMES STRACHEY] 

I 

Gentlemen, —^When we set out to form an opinion about the 
causation of a pathological state such as hysteria, we begin by 
adopting the method of anamnestic investigation: we question 
the patient or those about him in order to find out to what 
harmful influences they themselves attribute his having fallen 
ill and developed these neurotic symptoms. What we discover 
in this way is, of course, falsified by all the factors which com¬ 
monly hide the knowledge of his own state from a patient—^by 
his lack of scientific understanding of aetiological influences, by 
the fallacy of post hoc, propter hoc, by his reluctance to think 
about or mention certain noxae and traumas. Thus in making 
an anamnestic investigation of this sort, we keep to the principle 
of not adopting the patients’ belief without a thorough critical 
examination, of not allowing them to lay down our scientific 
opinion for us on the aetiology of the neurosis. Although we do, 
on the one hand, acknowledge the truth of certain constantly 
repeated assertions, such as that the hysterical state is a long- 
persisting after-effect of an emotion experienced in the past, we 
have, on the other hand, introduced into the aetiology of hysteria 
a factor which the patient himself never brings forward and 

1 Read before the Society for Psychiatry and Neurology, Vienna, April 
21, 1896. [JMM] 
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whose validity he only reluctantly admits—namely, the hereditary 
disposition derived from his progenitors. As you know, in the 
view of the influential school of Charcot heredity alone deserves 
to be recognized as the true cause of hysteria, while all other 
noxae of the most various nature and intensity only play the part 
of incidental causes, of "agents provocateurs." 

You will readily admit that it would be a good thing to have 
a second method of arriving at the aetiolog)’ of hysteria, one 
in which we should feel less dependent on the assertions of the 
patients themselves. A dermatologist, for instance, is able to 
recognize a sore as luetic from the character of its margins, of 
the crust on it and of its shape, without being misled by the 
protestations of his patient, who denies any source of infection 
for it; and a forensic physician can arrive at the cause of an 
injury, even if he has to do without any information from the 
injured person. In hysteria, too, there exists a similar possibility 
of penetrating from the symptoms to a knowledge of their causes. 
But in order to explain the relationship between the method which 
we have to employ for this purpose and the older method of 
anamnestic enquiry, I should like to bring before you an analogy 
taken from an advance that has in fact been made in another 
field of work. 

Imagine that an explorer arrives in a little-known region where 
his interest is aroused by an expanse of ruins, with remains of 
walls, fragments of columns, and tablets with half-effaced and 
unreadable inscriptions. He may content himself with inspecting 
what lies exposed to view, with questioning the inhabitants— 
perhaps semi-barbaric people—who live in the vicinity, about 
what tradition tells them of the history and meaning of these 
archaeological remains, and with noting down what they tell 
him—and he may then proceed on his journey. But he may act 
differently. He may have brought picks, shovels and spades with 
him, and he may set the inhabitants to work with these imple¬ 
ments. Together with them he may start upon the ruins, clear 
away the rubbish, and, beginning from the visible remains, un¬ 
cover what is buried. If his work is crowned with success, the 
discoveries are self-explanatory: the ruined walls are part of the 
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ramparts of a palace or a treasure-house; the fragments of 
columns can be filled out into a temple; the numerous inscrip¬ 
tions, which, by good luck, may be bilingual, reveal an alphabet 
and a language, and, when they have been deciphered and 
translated, yield undreamed-of information about the events of 
the remote past, to commemorate which the monuments were 
built. Saxa loquuntur! 

If we try, in an approximately similar way, to induce the 
symptoms of a hysteria to make themselves heard as witnesses 
to the history of the origin of the illness, we must take our start 
from Josef Breuer’s momentous discovery: the symptoms of 
hysteria (apart from the stigmata) are determined by certain 
experiences of the patient’s which have operated in a traumatic 
fashion and which are being reproduced in his psychical life in the 
form of mnemic symbols. What we have to do is to apply Breuer’s 
method—or one which is essentially the same—so as to lead the 
patient’s attention back from his symptom to the scene in which 
and through which the symptom arose; and, having thus located 
the scene, we remove the symptom by bringing about, during 
the reproduction of the traumatic scene, a subsequent correction 
of the psychical course of events which took place at the time. 

It is no part of my intention to-day to discuss the difficult 
technique of this therapeutic procedure or the psychological 
discoveries which have been obtained by its means. I have been 
obliged to start from this point only because the analyses con¬ 
ducted on Breuer’s lines seem at the same time to open up the 
path to the causes of hysteria. If we subject a fairly large number 
of symptoms in a great number of subjects to such an analysis, 
we shall, of course, arrive at a knowledge of a correspondingly 
large number of traumatically operative scenes. It was in these 
experiences that the efficient causes of hysteria came into action. 
Hence we may hope to discover from the study of these traumatic 
scenes what the influences are which produce hysterical symptoms 
and in what way they do so. 

This expectation proves true; and it cannot fail to, since 
Breuer’s theses, when put to the test in a considerable number 
of cases, have turned out to be correct. But the path from the 
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symptoms of hysteria to its aetiology is more laborious and leads 
through other connections than one would have imagined. 

For let us be clear on this point. Tracing a hysterical symptom 
back to a traumatic scene assists our understanding only if the 
scene satisfies two conditions; if it possesses the relevant suit¬ 
ability to serve as a determinant and if it recognizably possesses 
the necessary traumatic force. Instead of a verbal explanation, 
here is an example. Let us suppose that the symptom under con¬ 
sideration is hysterical vomiting; in that case we shall feel that 
we have been able to understand its causation (except for a 
certain residue) if the analysis traces the symptom back to an 
experience which justifiably produced a high amount of disgust — 
for instance, the sight of a decomposing dead body. But if, in¬ 
stead of this, the analysis shows us that the vomiting arose from 
a great fright, e.g. from a railway accident, we shall feel dis¬ 
satisfied and will have to ask ourselves how it is that the fright 
has led to the particular symptom of vomiting. The derivation 
lacks suitability as a determinant. We shall have another instance 
of an insufficient explanation if the vomiting is supposed to have 
arisen from, let us say, eating a fruit which had partly gone bad. 
Here, it is true, the vomiting is determined by disgust, but we 
cannot understand how, in this instance, the disgust could have 
become so powerful as to be perpetuated in a hysterical symptom; 
the experience lacks traumatic force. 

Let us now consider how far the traumatic scenes of hysteria 
which are uncovered by analysis fulfil, in a fairly large number 
of symptoms and cases, the two requirements which I have 
named. Here we meet with our first great disappointment. It is 
true, indeed, that the traumatic scene in which the symptom 
originated does in fact occasionally possess both the qualities— 
suitability as a determinant and traumatic force—which we 
require for an understanding of the symptom. But far more 
frequently, incomparably more frequently, we find one of the 
three other possibilities realized, which are so unfavourable to 
an understanding. Either the scene to which we are led by analy¬ 
sis and in which the symptom first appeared seems to us unsuited 
for determining the symptom, in that its content bears no relation 
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to the nature of the symptom; or the allegedly traumatic experi¬ 
ence, though it does have a relation to the symptom, proves to be 
an impression which is normally innocuous and incapable as a 
rule of producing any effect; or, lastly, the “traumatic scene” 
leaves us in the lurch in both respects, appearing at once innocu¬ 
ous and unrelated to the character of the hysterical symptom. 

(Here I may remark in passing that Breuer’s view of the 
origin of hysterical symptoms is not shaken by the discovery 
of traumatic scenes which correspond to experiences that are 
insignificant in themselves. For Breuer assumed—following 
Charcot—that even an innocuous experience can be heightened 
into a trauma and can develop determining force if it happens 
to the subject when he is in a special psychical condition—in 
what is described as a hypnoid state. I find, however, that there 
are often no grounds whatever for presupposing the presence 
of such hypnoid states. What remains decisive is that the theory 
of hypnoid states contributes nothing to the solution of the other 
difficulties, namely that the traumatic scenes so often lack suit¬ 
ability as determinants.) 

Moreover, Gentlemen, this first disappointment we meet with 
in following Breuer’s method is immediately succeeded by an¬ 
other, and one that must be especially painful to us as physicians. 
When our procedure leads, as in the cases described above, to 
findings which are insufficient as an explanation both in respect 
to their suitability as determinants and to their traumatic effec¬ 
tiveness, we also fail to secure any therapeutic gain; the patient 
retains his symptoms unaltered, in spite of the initial result 
yielded by the analysis. You can understand how great the 
temptation is at this point to proceed no further with what is in 
any case a laborious piece of work. 

But perhaps all we need is a new idea in order to help us out 
of our dilemma and lead to valuable results. The idea is this 
As we know from Breuer, hysterical symptoms can be resolved 
if, starting from them, we are able to find the path back to the 
memory of a traumatic experience. If the memory which we 
have uncovered does not answer our expectations, it may be 
that we ought to pursue the same path a little further; perhaps 
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behind the first traumatic scene there may be concealed the 
memory of a second, which satisfies our requirements better 
and whose reproduction has a greater therapeutic effect; so that 
the scene that was first discovered only has the significance of 
a connecting link in the chain of associations. And perhaps this 
situation may repeat itself; inoperative scenes may be inter¬ 
polated more than once, as necessary transitions in the process 
of reproduction, until we finally make our way from the hysterical 
symptom to the scene which is really operative traumatically and 
which is satisfactory in every respect, both therapeutically and 
analytically. Well, Gentlemen, this supposition is correct. If the 
first-discovered scene is unsatisfactory, we tell our patient that 
this experience explains nothing, but that behind it there must be 
hidden a more significant, earlier, experience; and we direct his 
attention by the same technique to the associative thread which 
connects the two memories—the one that has been discovered 
and the one that has still to be discovered. A continuation of the 
analysis then leads in every instance to the reproduction of new 
scenes of the character we expect. For example, let us take once 
again the case of hysterical vomiting which I selected before, 
and in which the analysis first led back to a fright from a railway 
accident—a scene which lacked suitability as a determinant. 
Further analysis showed that this accident had aroused in the 
patient the memory of another, earlier accident, which, it is true, 
he had not himself experienced but which had been the occasion 
of his having a ghastly and revolting sight of a dead body. It is 
as though the combined operation of the two scenes made the 
fulfilment of our postulates possible, the one experience supply¬ 
ing, through fright, the traumatic force and the other, from its 
content, the determining effect. The other case, in which the 
vomiting was traced back to eating an apple which had partly 
gone bad, was amplified by the analysis somewhat in the follow¬ 
ing way. The bad apple reminded the patient of an earlier ex¬ 
perience : while he was picking up windfalls in an orchard he had 
accidentally come upon a dead animal in a revolting state. 

I shall not return any further to these examples, for I have to 
confess that they are not derived from any case in my experience 
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but are inventions of mine. Most probably, too, they are bad 
inventions. I even regard such solutions of hysterical symptoms 
as impossible. But I was obliged to make up fictitious examples 
for several reasons, one of which I can state at once. The real 
examples are all incomparably more complicated; to relate a 
single one of them in detail would occupy the whole period of 
this lecture. The chain of associations always has more than two 
links; and the traumatic scenes do not form a simple row, like 
a string of pearls, but ramify and are interconnected like genea¬ 
logical trees, so that in any new experience two or more earlier 
ones come into operation as memories. In short, giving an 
account of the resolution of a single symptom would in fact 
amount to the task of relating an entire case history. 

But we must not fail to lay special emphasis on one conclusion 
to which analytic work along these chains of memory has un¬ 
expectedly led. We have learned that no hysterical symptom can 
arise from a real experience alone, but that in every case the 
memory of earlier experiences awakened in association to it 
plays a part in causing the symptom. If—as I believe—this 
proposition holds good without exception, it furthermore shows 
us the basis on which a psychological theory of hysteria must be 
built. 

You might suppose that the rare instances in which analysis 
is able to trace the symptom back direct to a traumatic scene 
that is thoroughly suitable as a determinant and possesses trau¬ 
matic force, and is able, by thus tracing it back, at the same 
time to remove it (in the way described in Breuer’s case history 
of Anna O.)—you might suppose that such instances must, 
after all, constitute powerful objections to the general validity 
of the proposition I have just put forward. It certainly looks so. 
But I must assure you that I have the best grounds for assuming 
that even in such instances there exists a chain of operative 
memories which stretches far back behind the first traumatic 
scene, even though the reproduction of the latter alone may have 
the result of removing the symptom. 

It seems to me really astonishing that hysterical symptoms 
can only arise with the co-operation of memories, especially 
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when we reflect that, according to the unanimous accounts of 
the patients themselves, these memories did not come into their 
consciousness at the moment when the symptom first made its 
appearance. Here is much food for thought; but these problems 
must not distract us at this point from our discussion of the 
aetiology of hysteria. We must rather ask ourselves: where shall 
we get to if we follow the chains of associated memories which 
the analysis has uncovered? How far do they extend? Do they 
come anywhere to a natural end? Do they perhaps lead to ex¬ 
periences which are in some way alike, either in their content 
or the time of life at which they occur, so that we may discern in 
these universally similar factors the aetiology of hysteria of 
which we are in search? 

The knowledge I have so far gained already enables me to 
answer these questions. If we take a case which presents several 
symptoms, we arrive by means of the analysis, starting from 
each symptom, at a series of experiences the memories of which 
are linked together in association. To begin with, the chains of 
memories lead backwards separately from one another; but, as 
I have said, they ramify. From a single scene two or more 
memories are reached at the same time, and from these again 
side-chains proceed whose individual links may once more be 
associatively connected with links belonging to the main chain. 
Indeed, a comparison with the genealogical tree of a family 
whose members have also intermarried, is not at all a bad one. 
Other complications in the linkage of the chains arise from the 
circumstance that a single scene may be called up several times 
in the same chain, so that it has multiple relationships to a 
later scene, and exhibits both a direct connection with it and 
a connection established through intermediate links. In short, 
the concatenation is far from being a simple one; and the fact 
that the scenes are uncovered in a reversed chronological order 
(a fact which justifies our comparison of the work with the 
excavation of a stratified ruined site) certainly contributes noth¬ 
ing to a more rapid understanding of what has taken place. 

If the analysis is carried further, new complications arise. 
The associative chains belonging to the different symptoms begin 
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to enter into relation with one another; the genealogical trees 
become intertwined. Thus a particular symptom in, for instance, 
the chain of memories relating to the symptom of vomiting, calls 
up not only the earlier links in its own chain but also a memory 
from another chain, relating to another symptom, such as a 
headache. This experience accordingly belongs to both series, 
and in this way it constitutes a nodal point. Several such nodal 
points are to be found in every analysis. Their correlate in the 
clinical picture may perhaps be that from a certain time onwards 
both symptoms have appeared together, symbiotically, without in 
fact having any internal dependence on each other. Going still 
further back, we come upon nodal points of a different kind. 
Here the separate associative chains converge. We find experiences 
from which two more symptoms have proceeded; one chain has 
attached itself to one detail of the scene, the second chain to 
another detail. 

But the most important finding that is arrived at if an analysis 
is thus consistently pursued is this. Whatever case and whatever 
symptom we take as our point of departure, in the end we in¬ 
fallibly come to the field of sexual experience. So here for the first 
time we seem to have discovered an aetiological precondition for 
hysterical symptoms. 

From previous experience I can foresee that it is precisely 
against this assertion or against its universal validity that your 
contradiction. Gentlemen, will be directed. Perhaps it would be 
better to say, your inclination to contradict; for none of you, no 
doubt, have as yet any investigations at your disposal which, 
based upon the same procedure, might have yielded a different 
result. As regards the controversial matter itself, I will only 
remark that the singling out of the sexual factor in the aetiology 
of hysteria springs at least from no preconceived opinion on 
my part. The two investigators as whose pupil I began my studies 
of hysteria, Charcot and Breuer, were far from having any such 
presupposition; in fact they had a personal disinclination to it 
which I originally shared. Only the most laborious and detailed 
investigations have converted me, and that slowly enough, to the 
view I hold to-day. If you submit my assertion that the aetiology 
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of hysteria lies in sexual life to the strictest examination, you will 
find that it is supported by the fact that in some eighteen cases 
of hysteria I have been able to discover this connection in every 
single symptom, and, where the circumstances allowed, to con¬ 
firm it by therapeutic success. No doubt you may raise the objec¬ 
tion that the nineteenth or the twentieth analysis will perhaps 
show that hysterical symptoms are derived from other sources as 
well, and thus reduce the universal validity of the sexual aetiology 
to one of eighty per cent. By all means let us w’ait and see; but, 
since these eighteen cases are at the same time all the cases on 
which I have been able to carry' out the work of analysis and 
since they were not picked out by anyone for my convenience, 
you will find it understandable that I do not share such an ex¬ 
pectation but am prepared to let my belief run ahead of the 
evidential force of the obser\'ations I have so far made. Besides, 
I am influenced by another motive as well, which for the moment 
is of merely subjective value. In the sole attempt to explain the 
physiological and psychical mechanism of hysteria which I have 
been able to make in order to correlate my obsersations, I have 
come to regard the participation of sexual motive forces as an 
indispensable premiss. 

Eventually, then, after the chains of memories have con¬ 
verged, we come to the field of sexuality and to a small number 
of experiences which occur for the most part at the same period 
of life—namely, at puberty. It is in these experiences, it seems, 
that we are to look for the aetiology of hysteria, and through 
them that we are to learn to understand the origin of hysterical 
symptoms. But here we meet w'ith a fresh disappointment and 
a very serious one. It is true that these exp)eriences, which have 
been discovered with so much trouble and extracted out of all 
the mnemic material, and which seemed to be the ultimate 
traumatic experiences, have in common the two characteristics 
of being sexual and of occurring at puberty; but in every other 
respect they are very different from each other both in kind and 
in importance. In some cases, no doubt, we are concerned with 
experiences which must be regarded as severe traumas—an 
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attempted rape, perhaps,^ which reveals to the immature girl 
at a blow all the brutality of sexual desire, or the involuntary 
witnessing of sexual acts between parents, which at one and the 
same time uncovers unsuspected ugliness and wounds childish 
and moral sensibilities alike, and so on. But in other cases the 
experiences are astonishingly trivial. In one of my women pa¬ 
tients it turned out that her neurosis was based on the experience 
of a boy of her acquaintance stroking her hand tenderly and, at 
another time, pressing his knee against her dress as they sat 
side by side at table, while his expression let her see that he was 
doing something forbidden. For another young lady, simply 
hearing a riddle which suggested an obscene answer had been 
enough to provoke the first anxiety attack and with it to start 
the illness. Such findings are clearly not favourable to an under¬ 
standing of the causation of hysterical symptoms. If serious and 
trifling events alike, and if not only experiences affecting the 
subject’s own body but visual impressions too and information 
received through ears are to be recognized as the ultimate traumas 
of hysteria, then we may be tempted to hazard the explanation 
that hysterics are peculiarly constituted creatures—probably on 
account of some hereditary disposition or degenerative atrophy— 
in whom a shrinking from sexuality, which normally plays 
some part at puberty, is raised to a pathological pitch and is 
permanently retained; that they are, as it were, people who are 
psychically inadequate to meeting the demands of sexuality. This 
view, of course, leaves hysteria in men out of account. But even 
without blatant objections such as that, we should scarcely be 
tempted to be satisfied with this solution. We are only too 
distinctly conscious of an intellectual sense of something half- 
understood, unclear and insufficient. 

Luckily for our explanation, some of these sexual experiences 
at puberty exhibit a further inadequacy, which is calculated to 
stimulate us into continuing our analytic work. For it some¬ 
times happens that they, too, lack suitability as determinants— 

* The word “perhaps” is not in the original German text. [JMM] 
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although this is much more rarely so than with the traumatic 
scenes belonging to later life. Thus, for instance, let us take 
the two women patients whom I have just spoken of as cases 
in which the experiences at puberty were actually innocent ones. 
As a result of those experiences the patients had become subject 
to peculiar painful sensations in the genitals which had estab¬ 
lished themselves as the main symptoms of the neurosis. I was 
unable to find indications that they had been determined either 
by the scenes at puberty or by later scenes; but they were 
certainly not normal organic sensations nor signs of sexual 
excitement. It seemed an obvious thing, then, to say to our¬ 
selves that we must look for the determinants of these symptoms 
in yet other experiences, in experiences which went still further 
back—and that we must, for the second time, follow the saving 
notion which had earlier led us from the first traumatic scenes 
to the chains of memories behind them. In doing so, to be sure, 
we arrive at the period of earliest childhood, a period before 
the development of sexual life; and this would seem to involve 
the abandonment of a sexual aetiology. But have we not a right 
to assume that even the age of childhood is not wanting in 
slight sexual excitations, that later sexual development may per¬ 
haps be decisively influenced by childhood experiences? Injuries 
sustained by an organ which is as yet immature, or by a function 
which is in process of developing, often cause more severe and 
lasting effects than they could do in maturer years. Perhaps the 
abnormal reaction to sexual impressions which surprises us in 
hysterical subjects at the age of puberty is quite generally based 
on sexual experiences of this sort in childhood, in which case 
those experiences must be of a similar nature to one another, and 
must be of an important kind. If this is so, the prospect is 
opened up that what has hitherto had to be laid at the door of a 
still unexplained hereditary predisposition may be accounted for 
as having been acquired at an early age.® And since infantile 


3 What Freud is saying is that the hereditary predisposition is, after all 
(dock), not intelligible (nicht verstdndlich). Strachey seems to have read 
noch for dock. [JMM] 
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experiences with a sexual content could after all only exert a 
psychical effect through their memory-traces, would not this view 
be a welcome amplification of the finding of psycho-analysis 
which tells us that hysterical symptoms can only arise with the 
co-operation of memories'} 


II 

You will no doubt have guessed, Gentlemen, that I should 
not have carried this last line of thought so far if I had not 
wanted to prepare you for the idea that it is this line alone 
which, after so many delays, will lead us to our goal. For now 
we are really at the end of our wearisome and laborious analytic 
work, and here we find the fulfilment of all the claims and 
expectations upon which we have so far insisted. If we have the 
perseverance to press on with analysis into early childhood, 
as far back as a- human memory is capable of reaching, we 
invariably bring the patient to reproduce experiences which, on 
account both of their peculiar features and of their relations to 
the symptoms of his later illness, must be regarded as the 
aetiology of his neurosis for which we have been looking. These 
infantile experiences are once more sexual in content, but they 
are of a far more uniform kind than the scenes at puberty that 
had been discovered earlier. It is now no longer a question of 
sexual topics having been aroused by some sense impression or 
other, but of sexual experiences affecting the subject’s own body 
—of sexual intercourse (in the wider sense). You will admit that 
the importance of such scenes needs no further proof; to this may 
now be added that, in every instance, you will be able to dis¬ 
cover in the details of the scenes the determining factors which 
you may have found lacking in the other scenes—the scenes 
which occurred later and were reproduced earlier. 

I therefore put forward the thesis that at the bottom of every 
case of hysteria there are one or more occurrences of premature 
sexual experience, occurrences which belong to the earliest years 
of childhood but which can be reproduced through the work of 
psycho-analysis in spite of the intervening decades. I believe 
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that this is an important finding, the discovery of a caput Nili 
in neuropathology; but I hardly know what to take as a starting- 
point for a continuation of my discussion of this subject. Shall I 
put before you the actual material I have obtained from my 
analyses? Or shall I rather tiy' first to meet the mass of objections 
and doubts which, as I am surely corrert in supposing, have now 
taken possession of your attention? I shall choose the latter 
course; perhaps we shall then be able to go over the facts more 
calmly. 

(a) No one who is altogether opposed to a psychological view 
of hysteria, who is unwilling to give up the hope that some day 
it will be possible to trace back its symptoms to “finer anatomicd 
changes” and who has rejected the view that the material founda¬ 
tions of hysterical changes are bound to be of the same kind 
as those of our normal mental processes—^no one who adopts 
this attitude will, of course, put any faith in the result of our 
analyses; however, the difference in principle between his prem¬ 
isses and ours absolves us from the obligation of convincing him 
on individual points. 

But other people, too, although they may be less averse to 
psychological theories of hysteria, will be tempted, when con¬ 
sidering our analytic findings, to ask what degree of certainty 
the application of psycho-analysis offers. Is it not very possible 
either that the physician forces such scenes upon his docile 
patients, alleging that they are memories, or else that the pa¬ 
tients tell the physician things which they have deliberately 
invented or have imagined and that he accepts those things as 
true? Well, my answer to this is that the general doubt about 
the reliability of the psycho-anal)tic method can be appraised 
and removed only w'hen a complete presentation of its technique 
and results is available. Doubts about the genuineness of the 
infantile sexual scenes can, however, be deprived of their force 
here and now by more than one argument In the first place, the 
behaviour of patients while they are reproducing these infantile 
experiences is in every respect incompatible with the assumption 
that the scenes are anything else than a reality which is being 
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felt with distress and reproduced with the greatest reluctance. 
Before they come for analysis the patients know nothing about 
these scenes. They are indignant as a rule if we warn them that 
such scenes are going to emerge. Only the strongest compulsion 
of the treatment can induce them to embark on a reproduction 
of them. While they are recalling these infantile experiences to 
consciousness, they suffer under the most violent sensations, of 
which they are ashamed and which they try to conceal; and, even 
after they have gone through them once more in such a convinc¬ 
ing manner, they still attempt to withhold belief from them, by 
emphasizing the fact that, unlike what happens in the case of 
other forgotten material, they have no feeling of remembering 
the scenes. 

This latter piece of behaviour seems to provide conclusive 
proof. Why should patients assure me so emphatically of their 
unbelief, if what they want to discredit is something which— 
from whatever motive—they themselves have invented? 

It is less easy to refute the idea that the doctor forces 
reminiscences of this sort on the patient, that he influences him 
by suggestion to imagine and reproduce them. Nevertheless it 
appears to me equally untenable. I have never yet succeeded 
in forcing on a patient a scene I was expecting to And, in such 
a way that he seemed to be living through it with all the appro¬ 
priate feelings. Perhaps others may be more successful in this. 

There are, however, a whole number of other things that 
vouch for the reality of infantile sexual scenes. In the first place 
there is the uniformity which they exhibit in certain details, 
which is a necessary consequence if the preconditions of these 
experiences are always of the same kind, but which would other¬ 
wise lead us to believe that there were secret understandings 
between the various patients. In the second place, patients some¬ 
times describe as harmless events whose significance they obvi¬ 
ously do not understand, since they would be bound otherwise 
to be horrified by them. Or again, they mention details without 
laying any stress on them, which only someone of experience in 
life can understand and appreciate as subtle traits of reality. 

Events of this sort strengthen our impression that the patients 
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must really have experienced what they reproduce under the 
compulsion of anal\-sis as scenes from their childhood. But 
another and stronger proof of this is furnished by the relation¬ 
ship of the infantile scenes to the content of the whole of the 
rest of the case history. It is exactly like putting together a child's 
picture-puzzle: after many anempts, we become absolutely cer¬ 
tain in the end which piece belongs in the empty gap; for only 
that one piece fills out the picture and at the same time allows 
its irregular edges to be fitted into the edges of the other pieces 
in such a manner as to leave no free sp^ and to entail no 
overlapping. In the same way, the contents of the infantile scenes 
turn out to be indispensable supplements to the associative and 
logical framework of the neurosis, whose insertion makes its 
course of development for the first time e\ident. or even, as we 
might often say, self-e\idenL 

Without wishing to lay special stress on the point, I will add 
that in a number of cases therapeutic evidence of the genuine¬ 
ness of the infantile scenes can also be brought forward. There 
are cases in which a complete or panial cure can be obtained 
without our hasing to go as deep as the infantile experiences. 
.4nd there are others in which no success at all is obtained until 
the analssis has come to its natural end with the uncovering of 
the earliest traumas. In the former cases we are not, I believe, 
secure against relapses; and my expectation is that a complete 
psycho-anals-sis implies a radical cure of the hysteria. We must 
not, however, be led into forestalling the lessons of obsersation. 

There would be one other proof, and a really unassailable one, 
of the genuineness of childhood se.xual experiences—namely, if 
the statements of someone who is being analysed were to be 
confirmed by someone else, whether under treatment or not 
These two people will have had to have taken part m the same 
experience in their childhood—perhaps to have stood in some 
sexual relationship to each other. Such relations between children 
are, as you will hear in a moment, by no means rare. Moreover, 
it quite often hapfjens that both of those concerned subsequently 
fan ni of neuroses; yet I regard it as a fortunate accident that, out 
of dghteen cases, I have been able to obtain an ob}ective con- 
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firmation of this sort in two. In one instance, it was the brother 
(who had remained well) who of his own accord confirmed—not, 
it is true, his earliest sexual experiences with his sister (who was 
the patient)—^but at least scenes of that kind from later child¬ 
hood, and the fact that there had been sexual relations dating 
further back. In the other instance, it happened that two women 
whom I was treating had as children had sexual relations with 
the same man, in the course of which certain scenes had taken 
place d trois. A particular symptom, which was derived from 
these childhood events, had developed in both women, as evi¬ 
dence of what they had experienced in common. 

(b) Sexual experiences in childhood consisting in stimulation 
of the genitals, coitus-like acts, and so on, must therefore be 
recognized, in the last analysis, as being the traumas which lead 
to a hysterical reaction to events at puberty and to the develop¬ 
ment of hysterical symptoms. This statement is certain to be 
met from different directions by two mutually contradictory 
objections. Some people will say that sexual abuses of this kind, 
whether practised upon children or between them, happen too 
seldom for it to be possible to regard them as the determinant 
of such a common neurosis as hysteria. Others will perhaps argue 
that, on the contrary, such experiences are very frequent— 
much too frequent for us to be able to attribute an aetiological 
significance to the fact of their occurrence. They will further 
maintain that it is easy, by making a few enquiries, to find 
people who remember scenes of sexual seduction and sexual 
abuse in their childhood years, and yet who have never been 
hysterical. Finally we shall be told, as a weighty argument, that 
in the lower strata of the population hysteria is certainly no more 
common than in the highest ones, whereas everything goes to 
show that the injunction for the sexual safeguarding of childhood, 
is far more frequently transgressed in the case of the children of 
the proletariat. 

Let us begin our defence with the easier part of the task. It 
seems to me certain that our children are far more often exposed 
to sexual assaults than the few precautions taken by parents in 


276 


Appendix B 


this connection would lead us to expect. When I first made 
enquiries about what was known on the subject, I learnt from 
colleagues that there are several publications by paediatricians 
which stigmatize the frequency of sexual practices by nurses 
and nursery maids, carried out even on infants in arms; and in 
the last few weeks I have come across a discussion of “Coitus 
in Childhood’’ by Dr. Stekel (1895) in Vienna. I have not had 
time to collect other published evidence; but even if it were 
only scanty, it is to be expected that increased attention to the 
subject will very soon confirm the great frequency of sexual 
experiences and sexual activity in childhood. 

Lastly, the findings of my analysis are in a position to speak 
for themselves. In all eighteen cases (cases of pure hysteria and 
of hysteria combined with obsessions, and comprising six men 
and twelve women) I have, as I have said, come to learn of 
sexual experiences of this kind in childhood. I can divide my 
cases into three groups, according to the origin of the sexual 
stimulation. In the first group it is a question of assaults—of 
single, or at any rate isolated, instances of abuse, mostly 
practised on female children, by adults who were strangers, 
and who, incidentally, knew how to avoid inflicting gross, 
mechanical injury. In these assaults there was no question of 
the child’s consent, and the first effect of the experience was 
preponderantly one of fright. The second group consists of the 
much more numerous cases in which some adult looking after 
the child—a nursery maid or governess or tutor, or, unhappily 
all too often, a close relative—has initiated the child into 
sexual intercourse and has maintained a regular love relationship 
with it—a love relationship, moreover, with its mental^ side 
developed—^which has often lasted for years. The third group, 
finally, contains child-relationships proper—sexual relations be¬ 
tween two children of different sexes, mostly a brother and sister, 
which are often prolonged beyond puberty and which have the 

Freud uses the word seelisch, which is better translated here as “emo¬ 
tional.” [JMM] 
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most far-reaching consequences for the pair. In most of my 
cases I found that two or more of these aetiologies were in 
operation together; in a few instances the accumulation of sexual 
experiences coming from different quarters was truly amazing. 
You will easily understand this peculiar feature of my observa¬ 
tions, however, when you consider that the patients I was treating 
were all cases of severe neurotic illness which threatened to make 
life impossible. 

Where there had been a relation between two children I was 
sometimes able to prove that the boy—^who, here too, played 
the part of the aggressor—had previously been seduced by an 
adult of the female sex, and that afterwards, under the pressure 
of his prematurely awakened libido and compelled by his memory, 
he tried to repeat with the little girl exactly the same practices 
that he had learned from the adult woman, without making any 
modification of his own in the character of the sexual activity. 

In view of this, I am inclined to suppose that children cannot 
find their way to acts of sexual aggression unless they have been 
seduced previously. The foundation for a neurosis would ac¬ 
cordingly always be laid in childhood by adults, and the children 
themselves would transfer to one another the disposition to fall 
ill of hysteria later. I will ask you to consider a moment longer 
the special frequency with which sexual relations in childhood 
occur precisely between brothers and sisters and cousins, as a 
result of their opportunities for being together so often; suppos¬ 
ing, then, ten or fifteen years later several members of the 
younger generation of the family are found to be ill, might not 
this appearance of a family neurosis naturally lead to the false 
supposition that a hereditary disposition is present where there 
is only a pseudo-heredity and where in fact what has taken place is 
a handing-on, an infection in childhood? 

Now let us turn to the other objection, which is based pre¬ 
cisely on an acknowledgement of the frequency of infantile 
sexual experiences and on the observed fact that many people 
who remember scenes of that kind have not become hysterics. 
Our first reply is that the excessive frequency of an aetiological 
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factor cannot possibly be used as an objection to its aetiological 
significance. Is not the tubercle bacillus ubiquitous and is it not 
inhaled by far more people than are found to fall ill of tu¬ 
berculosis? And is its aetiological significance impaired by the 
fact that other fartors must obviously be at work too before the 
tuberculosis, which is its specific effect, can be evoked? In order 
to establish the bacillus as the specific aetiology it is enough to 
show that tuberculosis cannot possibly occur without its playing 
a part. The same doubtless applies to our problem. It does not 
matter if many people experience infantile sexual scenes without 
becoming hysterics, provided only that all the people who be¬ 
come hysterics have experienced scenes of that kind. The area of 
occurrence of an aetiological factor may be freely allowed to be 
wider than that of its effect, but it must not be narrower. Not 
everyone who touches or comes near a smallpox patient de¬ 
velops smallpox; nevertheless infection from a smallpox patient 
is almost the only known aetiology of the disease. 

It is true that if infantile sexual activity were an almost uni¬ 
versal occurrence the demonstration of its presence in every 
case would carry no weight. But, to begin with, to assert such a 
thing would certainly be a gross exaggeration; and secondly, 
the aetiological pretensions of the infantile scenes rest not only 
on the regularity of their appearance in the anamneses of 
hysterics, but, above all, on the evidence of there being associa¬ 
tive and logical ties between those scenes and the hysterical 
symptoms—evidence which, if you were given the complete 
history of a case, would be as clear as daylight to you. 

What can the other factors be which the “specific aetiology” of 
hysteria still needs in order actually to produce the neurosis? 
TTiat, Gentlemen, is a theme in itself, wMch I do not propose 
to enter upon. To-day I need only indicate the point of contact 
at which the two parts of the topic—the specific and the 
auxiliary aetiology—fit into one another. No doubt a consider¬ 
able quantity of factors will have to be taken into account. 
There will be the subject’s inherited and personal constitution, 
the inherent importance of the infantile sexual experiences, and. 
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above ail, their number: a brief relationship with a strange boy, 
who afterwards becomes indifferent, will leave a less powerful 
effect on a girl than intimate sexual relations of several years’ 
standing with her own brother. In the aetiology of the neuroses 
quantitative preconditions are as important as qualitative ones: 
there are threshold-values which have to be crossed before the 
illness can become manifest. Moreover, I do not myself regard 
this aetiological series as complete; nor does it solve the riddle 
of why hysteria is not more common among the lower classes. 
(You will remember, by the way, what a surprisingly large inci¬ 
dence of hysteria was reported by Charcot among working-class 
men.) I may also remind you that a few years ago I myself 
pointed out a factor, hitherto little considered, to which I 
attribute the leading role in provoking hysteria after puberty. 
I then put forward the view that the outbreak of hysteria may 
almost invariably be traced to a psychical conflict arising through 
an incompatible idea setting in action a defence on the part of 
the ego and calling up a demand for repression. What the 
circumstances are in which a defensive endeavour of this kind has 
the pathological effect of actually thrusting the memory which is 
distressing to the ego into the unconscious and of creating a 
hysterical symptom in its place I was not able to say at that time. 
But to-day I can repair the omission. The defence achieves its 
purpose of thrusting the incompatible idea out of consciousness 
if there are infantile sexual scenes present in the (hitherto normal) 
subject in the form of unconscious memories, and if the idea that 
is to be repressed can be brought into logical or associative con¬ 
nection with an infantile experience of that kind. 

Since the ego’s efforts at defence depend upon the subject’s 
total moral and intellectual development, the fact that hysteria 
is so much rarer in the lower classes than its specific aetiology 
would warrant is no longer entirely incomprehensible. 

Let us return once again. Gentlemen, to the last group of ob¬ 
jections, the answering of which has led us such a long way. 
We have heard and have acknowledged that there are numerous 
people who have a very clear recollection of infantile sexual 
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experiences and who nevertheless do not suffer from hysteria. 
This objection has no weight; but it provides an occasion for 
making a valuable comment. According to our understanding 
of the neurosis, people of this kind ought not to be hysterical at 
all, or at any rate, not hysterical as a result of the scenes which 
they consciously remember. With our patients, those memories 
are never conscious; but we cure them of their hysteria by trans¬ 
forming their unconscious memories of the infantile scenes into 
conscious ones. There was nothing that we could have done or 
needed to do about the fact that they have had such experiences. 
From this you will perceive that the matter is not merely one 
of the existence of the sexual experiences, but that a psychological 
precondition enters in as well. The scenes must be present as 
unconscious memories; only so long as, and in so far as, they are 
unconscious are they able to create and maintain hysterical 
symptoms. But what decides whether those experiences produce 
conscious or unconscious memories—^whether that is conditioned 
by the content of the experiences, or by the time at which they 
occur, or by later influences—that is a fresh problem, which we 
shall prudently avoid. Let me merely remind you that, as its first 
conclusion, analysis has arrived at the proposition that hysterical 
symptoms are derivatives of memories which are operating un¬ 
consciously. 

(c) Our view then is that infantile sexual experiences are the 
fundamental precondition for hysteria, are, as it were, the dis¬ 
position for it and that it is they which create the hysterical 
symptoms, but that they do not do so immediately, but remain 
without effect to begin with and only exercise a pathogenic 
action later, when they have been aroused after puberty in the 
form of unconscious memories. If we maintain this view, we shall 
have to come to terms with the numerous observations which 
show that a hysterical illness may already make its appearance 
in childhood and before puberty. This diflBculty, however, is 
cleared up as soon as we examine more closely the data gathered 
from analyses concerning the chronology of the infantile expert- 
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ences. We then learn that in our severe cases the formation of 
hysterical symptoms begins—not in exceptional instances, but, 
rather, as a regular thing—at the age of eight, and that the 
sexueil experiences which show no immediate effect invariably 
date further back, into the third or fourth, or even the second 
year of life. Since in no single instance does the chain of effective 
experiences break off at the age of eight, I must assume that this 
time of life, the period of growth in which the second dentition 
takes place, forms a boundary line for hysteria, after which the 
illness cannot be caused. From then on, a person who has not 
had sexual experiences earlier can no longer become disposed 
to hysteria; and a person who has had experiences earlier, is 
already able to develop hysterical symptoms. Isolated instances of 
the occurrence of hysteria on the other side of this boundary line 
(that is, before the age of eight) may be interpreted as a phenome¬ 
non of precocious maturity. The existence of this boundary line is 
very probably connected with developmental processes in the 
sexual system. Precocity of somatic sexual development may often 
be observed, and it is even possible that it can be promoted by too 
early sexual stimulation. 

In this way we obtain an indication that a certain infantile 
state of the psychical functions, as well as of the sexual system, 
is required in order that a sexual experience occurring during 
this period shall later on, in the form of a memory, produce a 
pathogenic effect. I do not venture as yet, however, to make 
any more precise statement on the nature of this psychical in¬ 
fantilism or on its chronological limits. 

(d) Another objection might arise from exception being taken 
to the supposition that the memory of infantile sexual experi¬ 
ences produces such an enormous pathogenic effect, while the 
actual experience itself has none. And it is true that we are not 
accustomed to the notion of powers emanating from a mnemic 
image which were absent from the real impression. You will 
moreover notice the consistency with which the proposition that 
symptoms can only proceed from memories is carried through in 
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hysteria. None of the later scenes, in which the symptoms arise, 
are the effective ones; and the experiences which are effective 
have at first no result. But here we are faced with a problem 
which we may very justifiably keep separate from our theme. It 
is true that we feel impelled to make a synthesis, when we survey 
the number of striking conditions that we have come to know: 
the fact that in order to form a hysterical symptom a defensive 
effort against a distressing idea must be present, that this idea 
must exhibit a logical or associative connection with an un¬ 
conscious memory through a few or many intermediate links, 
which themselves, too, remain unconscious at the moment, that 
this unconscious memory must have a sexual content, that its 
content must be an experience which occurred during a certain 
infantile period of life. It is true that we cannot help asking 
ourselves how it comes about that this memory of an experience 
that was innocuous at the time it happened, should posthumously 
produce the abnormal effect of leading a psychical process like 
defence to a pathological result, while it itself remains un¬ 
conscious. 

But we shall have to tell ourselves that this is a purely psycho¬ 
logical problem, whose solution may perhaps necessitate certain 
hypotheses about normal psychical processes and about the part 
played in them by consciousness, but that this problem may be 
allowed to remain unsolved for the time being, without detracting 
from the value of the insight we have so far gained into the 
aetiology of hysterical phenomena. 

Ill 

Gentlemen, the problem, the approaches to which I have just 
formulated, concerns the mechanism of the formation of hysteri¬ 
cal symptoms. We find ourselves obliged, however, to describe 
the causation of those symptoms without taking that mechanism 
into account, and this involves an inevitable loss of completeness 
and clarity in our discussion. Let us go back to the part played 
by the infantile sexual scenes. I am afraid that I may have misled 
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you into over-estimating their power to form symptoms. Let me, 
therefore, once more stress the fact that every case of hysteria 
exhibits symptoms which are determined, not by infantile but 
by later, often by recent, experiences. Other symptoms, it is true, 
go back to the very earliest experiences and belong, so to speak, 
to the most ancient nobility. Among these latter are above all to 
be found the numerous and diverse sensations and paraesthesias 
of the genital organs and other parts of the body, these sensations 
and paraesthesias being phenomena which simply correspond to 
the sensory content of the infantile scenes, reproduced in a hallu¬ 
cinatory fashion, often painfully intensified. 

Another set of exceedingly common hysterical phenomena— 
painful need to urinate, the sensation accompanying defaeca- 
tion, intestinal disturbances, choking and vomiting, indigestion 
and disgust at food—^were also shown in my analyses (and with 
surprising regularity) to be derivatives of the same childhood 
experiences and were explained without difficulty by certain 
invariable peculiarities of those experiences. For the idea of 
these infantile sexual scenes is very repellent to the feelings of 
a sexually normal individual; they include all the abuses known 
to debauched and impotent persons, among whom the buccal 
cavity and the rectum are misused for sexual purposes. For 
physicians, astonishment at this soon gives way to a complete 
understanding. People who have no hesitation in satisfying their 
sexual desires upon children cannot be expected to jib at finer 
shades in the methods of obtaining that satisfaction;® and the 
sexual impotence which is inherent in children inevitably forces 
them into the same substitutive actions as those to which adults 
descend if they become impotent. All the singular conditions 
under which the ill-matched pair conduct their love-relations— 
on the one hand the adult, who cannot escape his share in the 
mutual dependence necessarily entailed by a sexual relationship, 

® “One cannot expect people who have no hesitation in satisfying their 
sexual desires upon children to take exception to nuances in the methods of 
obtaining that satisfaction.” [JMM] 


284 


Appendix B 


and who is yet armed with complete authority and the right to 
punish, and can exchange the one role for the other to the 
uninhibited satisfaction of his moods, and on the other hand the 
child, who in his helplessness is at the mercy of this arbitrary 
will, who is prematurely aroused to every kind of sensibility and 
exposed to every sort of disappointment, and whose performance 
of the sexual activities assigned to him is often interrupted by his 
imperfect control of his natural needs—all these grotesque and 
yet tragic incongruities reveal themselves as stamped upon the 
later development of the individual and of his neurosis, in 
countless permanent effects which deserve to be traced in the 
greatest detail. Where the relation is between two children, the 
character of the sexual scenes is none the less of the same 
repulsive sort, since every such relationship between children 
postulates a previous seduction of one of them by an adult. The 
psychical consequences of these child-relations are quite extra¬ 
ordinarily far-reaching; the two individuals remain linked by an 
invisible bond throughout the whole of their lives. 

Sometimes it is the accidental circumstances of these infantile 
sexual scenes which in later years acquire a determining power 
over the symptoms of the neurosis. Thus, in one of my cases the 
circumstance that the child was required® to stimulate the 
genitals of a grown-up woman with his foot was enough to 
fixate his neurotic attention for years on to his legs and to their 
function, and finally to produce a hysterical paraplegia. In 
another case, a woman patient suffering from anxiety attacks 
which tended to come on at certain hours of the day could not 
be calmed unless a particular one of her many sisters stayed by 
her side all the time. Why this was so would have remained a 
riddle if analysis had not shown that the man who had com¬ 
mitted the assaults on her used to enquire at every visit whether 
this sister, who he was afraid might interrupt him, was at home. 

It may happen that the determining power of the infantile 

« The German word that Strachey translates as “required” is abgerichtet, 
which is generally used of an animal who is trained to do something its 
owner wishes. [JMM] 
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scenes is so much concealed that, in a superficial analysis, it is 
bound to be overlooked. In such instances we imagine that we 
have found the explanation of some particular symptom in the 
content of one of the later scenes—until, in the course of our 
work, we come upon the same content in one of the infantile 
scenes, so that in the end we are obliged to recognize that, after 
all, the later scene only owes its power of determining symptoms 
to its agreement with the earlier one. I do not wish because of 
this to represent the later scene as being unimportant; if it was 
my task to put before you the rules that govern the formation 
of hysterical symptoms, I should have to include as one of them 
that the idea which is selected for the production of a symptom 
is one which has been called up by a combination of several 
factors and which has been aroused from various directions 
simultaneously. I have elsewhere tried to express this in the 
formula: hysterical symptoms are over-determined. 

One thing more. Gentlemen. It is true that earlier I put the 
relation between recent and infantile aetiology aside as a separate 
theme. Nevertheless, I cannot leave the subject without over¬ 
stepping this resolution at least with one remark. You will agree 
with me that there is one fact above all which leads us astray in 
the psychological understanding of hysterical phenomena, and 
which seems to warn us against measuring psychical acts in 
hysterics and in normal people with the same yardstick. That 
fact is the discrepancy between psychically exciting stimuli and 
psychical reactions which we come upon in hysterical subjects. 
We try to account for it by assuming the presence in them of a 
general abnormal sensitivity to stimuli, and we often endeavour 
to explain it on a physiological basis, as if in such patients certain 
organs of the brain which serve to transmit stimuli were in a 
peculiar chemical state (like the spinal centres of a frog, perhaps, 
which has been injected with strychnine) or as if these cerebral 
organs had withdrawn from the influence or higher inhibiting 
centres (as in animals being experimented on under vivisection). 
Occasionally one or other of these concepts may be perfectly 
valid as an explanation of hysterical phenomena; I do not dispute 
this. But the main part of the phenomenon—of the abnormal. 
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exaggerated, hysterical reaction to psychical stimuli—admits of 
another explanation, an explanation which is supported by count¬ 
less examples from the analyses of patients. And this is as follows: 
The reaction of hysterics is only apparently exaggerated; it is 
bound to appear exaggerated to us because we only know a small 
part of the motives from which it arises. 

In reality, this reaction is proportionate to the exciting stimu¬ 
lus; thus it is normal and psychologically understandable. We 
see this at once when the analysis has added to the manifest 
motives, of which the patient is conscious, those other motives, 
which have been operative without his knowing about them, so 
that he could not tell us of them. 

I could spend hours demonstrating the validity of this im¬ 
portant assertion for the whole range of psychical activity in 
hysteria, but I must confine myself here to a few examples. 
You will remember the mental “sensitiveness” which is so fre¬ 
quent among hysterical patients and which leads them to react 
to the least sign of being depreciated as though they had re¬ 
ceived a deadly insult. What would you think, now, if you were 
to observe this high degree of readiness to feel hurt on the 
slightest occasion, if you came across it between two normal 
people, a husband and wife, perhaps? You would certainly infer 
that the conjugal scene you had witnessed was not solely the 
result of this latest trifling occasion, but that inflammable ma¬ 
terial had been piling up for a long time and that the whole 
heap of it had been set alight by the final provocation. 

I would ask you to carry this line of thought over on to 
hysterical patients. It is not the latest slight—which, in itself, 
is minimal—that produces the fit of crying, the outburst of 
despair or the attempt at suicide, in disregard of the axiom 
that an effect must be proportionate to its cause; the small slight 
of the present moment has aroused and set working the memories 
of very many, more intense, earlier slights, behind all of which 
there lies in addition the memory of a serious slight in childhood 
which has never been overcome. Or again, let us take the in¬ 
stance of a young girl who blames herself most frightfully for 
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having allowed a boy to stroke her hand in secret, and who from 
that time on has been overtaken by a neurosis. You can, of 
course, answer the puzzle by pronouncing her an abnormal, 
eccentrically disposed and over-sensitive person; but you will 
think differently when analysis shows you that the touching of 
her hand reminded her of another, similar touching, which had 
happened very early in her childhood and which formed part of 
a less innocent whole, so that her self-reproaches were actually 
reproaches about that old occasion. Finally, the problem of the 
hysterogenic points is of the same kind. If you touch a par¬ 
ticular spot, you do something you did not intend: you awaken 
a memory which may start off a convulsive attack, and since you 
know nothing of this psychical intermediate link you refer the 
attack directly to the operation of your touch. The patients are 
in the same state of ignorance and therefore fall into similar 
errors. They constantly establish “false connections” between the 
most recent cause, which they are conscious of, and the effect, 
which depends on so many intermediate links. If, however, the 
physician has been able to bring together the conscious and un¬ 
conscious motives for the purpose of explaining a hysterical 
reaction, he is almost always obliged to recognize that the seem¬ 
ingly exaggerated reaction is appropriate and is abnormal only 
in its form. 

You may, however, rightly object to this justification of the 
hysterical reaction to psychical stimuli and say that nevertheless 
the reaction is not a normal one. For why do healthy people 
behave differently? Why do not all their excitations of long ago 
come into operation once more when a new, present-day, excita¬ 
tion takes place? One has an impression, indeed, that with 
hysterical patients it is as if all their old experiences—to which 
they have already reacted so often and, moreover, so violently— 
had retained their effective power; as if such people were in¬ 
capable of disposing of their psychical stimuli. Quite true. 
Gentlemen, something of the sort must really be assumed. You 
must not forget that in hysterical people when there is a present- 
day precipitating cause, the old experiences come into operation 
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in the form of unconscious memories. It looks as though the 
diflBculty of disposing of a present impression, the impossibility 
of transforming it into a powerless memory, is attached precisely 
to the character of the psychical unconscious. You see that the 
remainder of the problem lies once more in the field of psy¬ 
chology—and, what is more, a psychology of a kind for which 
philosophers have done little to prepare the way for us. 

To this psychology, which has yet to be created to meet our 
needs—to this future psychology of the neuroses —I must also 
refer you when, in conclusion, I tell you something which will at 
first make you afraid that it may disturb our dawning compre¬ 
hension of the aetiology of hysteria. For I must affirm that the 
aetiological role of infantile sexual experience is not confined 
to hysteria but holds good equally for the remarkable neurosis 
of obsessions, and perhaps also, indeed, for the various forms of 
chronic paranoia and other functional psychoses. I express my¬ 
self on this with less definiteness, because I have as yet analysed 
far fewer cases of obsessional neurosis than of hysteria; and as 
regards paranoia, I have at my disposal only a single full analysis 
and a few fragmentary ones. But what I discovered in these 
cases seemed to be reliable and filled me with confident expecta¬ 
tions for other cases. You will perhaps remember that already, 
at an earlier date, I recommended that hysteria and obsessions 
should be grouped together under the name of “neuroses of 
defence,'’ even before I had come to know of their common 
infantile aetiology. I must now add that—although this need 
not be expected to happen in general—every one of my cases of 
obsessions revealed a substratum of hysterical symptoms, mostly 
sensations and pains, which went back precisely to the earliest 
childhood experiences. What, then, determines whether the in¬ 
fantile sexual scenes which have remained unconscious will later 
on, when the other pathogenic factors are super-added, give rise 
to hysterical or to obsessional neurosis or even to paranoia? 
This increase in our knowledge seems, as you see, to prejudice 
the aetiological value of these scenes, since it removes the 
specificity of the aetiological relation. 

I am not yet in a position. Gentlemen, to give a reliable 
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answer to this question. The number of cases I have analysed is 
not large enough nor have the determining factors in them been 
sufficiently various. So far, I have observed that obsessions can 
be regularly shown by analysis to be disguised and transformed 
self-reproaches about acts of sexual aggression in childhood, and 
are therefore more often met with in men than in women, and 
that men develop obsessions more often than hysteria. From this 
I might conclude that the character of the infantile scenes— 
whether they were experienced with pleasure or only passively 
—has a determining influence on the choice of the later neurosis; 
but I do not want to underestimate the significance of the age at 
which these childhood actions occur, and other factors as well. 
Only a discussion of further analyses can throw light on these 
points. But when it becomes clear which are the decisive factors 
in the choice between the possible forms of the neuro-psychoses 
of defence, the question of what the mechanism is in virtue of 
which that particular form takes shape will once again be a 
purely psychological problem. 

I have now come to the end of what I have to say to-day. 
Prepared as I am to meet with contradiction and disbelief, I 
should like to say one thing more in support of my position. 
Whatever you may think about the conclusions I have come to, 
I must ask you not to regard them as the fruit of idle specula¬ 
tion. They are based on a laborious individual examination of 
patients which has in most cases taken up a hundred or more 
hours of work. What is even more important to me than the 
value you put on my results is the attention you give to the 
procedure I have employed. This procedure is new and difficult 
to handle, but it is nevertheless irreplaceable for scientific and 
therapeutic purposes. You will realize, I am sure, that one 
cannot properly deny the findings which follow from this modi¬ 
fication of Breuer’s procedure so long as one puts it aside and 
uses only the customary method of questioning patients. To 
do so would be like trying to refute the findings of histological 
technique by relying upon macroscopic examination. The new 
method of research gives wide access to a new element in the 
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psychical field of events, namely, to processes of thought which 
have remained unconscious—which, to use Breuer’s expression, 
are “inadmissible to consciousness.” Thus it inspires us with 
the hope of a new and better understanding of all functional 
psychical disturbances. I cannot believe that psychiatry will 
long hold back from making use of this new pathway to knowl¬ 
edge. 
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CONFUSION OF TONGUES BETWEEN ADULTS 
AND THE CHILD^ 

(The Language of Tenderness and the Language 
of [Sexual] Passion)^ 

[a new translation by 

JEFFREY M. MASSON AND MARIANNE LORING] 

It would be a mistake to attempt to force the vast theme of the 
external origin of the formation of character and of neuroses 
into a Congress paper. 

I will, therefore, confine myself to a short extract from what 
I could say on this topic. It is perhaps appropriate for me to 
begin by communicating to you how I came to the problem 
suggested by the title of my paper. In the address I gave before 
the Vienna Psychoanalytic Society on the occasion of Professor 
Freud’s seventy-fifth birthday, I reported on a regression in tech¬ 
nique, partly one in the theory of the neuroses as well, which 
certain failures or incomplete results [in my analyses] forced 
upon me. I am referring to [my] recent stronger emphasis on 
traumatic factors, which have been undeservedly neglected of 

^ Read before the International Psycho-Analytic Congress, Wiesbaden, 
September 1932. 

* The original title of the paper as announced was “The [Sexual] Pas¬ 
sions of Adults and Their Influence on the Character Development and 
Sexual Development of Children.” 
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late, in the pathogenesis of the neuroses. Insufficiently deep 
exploration of the exogenous factor carries with it the danger 
that one resorts to premature explanations in terms of disposition 
and constitution. 

The impressive manifestations, as I like to call them, the 
near-hallucinatory repetitions of the traumatic experiences which 
began to accumulate in my practice justified my hope that as a 
result of such abreactions, large quantities of repressed affects 
would obtain recognition in conscious emotional life and would 
soon put an end to symptom formation, all the more since the 
superstructure of the affects had been sufficiently loosened 
through analytical work. Unfortunately, this hope was realized 
only very imperfectly and some of the cases even put me in a 
great dilemma. The repetition in which patients were encouraged 
by analysis succeeded only too well. To be sure, noticeable im¬ 
provement of certain symptoms could be seen, but patients began 
to suffer from nocturnal anxiety states, frequently even from 
severe nightmares, and the analytic session degenerated again 
and again into an attack of anxiety hysteria. Even though we 
subjected the often seemingly dangerous symptoms of these 
[attacks] to a meticulous analysis, which apparently convinced 
and reassured the patient, the expected permanent cure did not 
come about. The next morning brought with it the same com¬ 
plaints about a terrible night and the same trauma was once 
again repeated in the analytic session. In this dilemma I was 
satisfied for quite a while in the usual manner with the thought 
that the patient was too resistant or suffered from repressions, 
which could be discharged and made conscious only in stages. 
But since no substantial change occurred even after quite some 
time, once again I had to give free rein to self-criticism. I began 
to pay careful attention when patients, during their attacks, 
called me unfeeling, cold, even brutal and cruel, when they 
reproached me with selfishness, heartlessness, and conceit, when 
they shouted: “For God’s sake, help me! Quick! Don’t let me 
perish without help!” I began to examine my conscience to see 
if in spite of my best conscious intention there was not some 
truth in these accusations. As an aside, I should note that such 
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outbursts of anger and rage were exceptional. Very frequently 
the hour ended with a peculiar, almost helpless docility and a 
willingness to accept our interpretations. However, the super¬ 
ficiality of this impression allowed me to suspect that even these 
compliant patients secretly felt hate and rage, and I began to 
urge them to disregard my feelings. Even this encouragement 
met with little success; most patients resolutely refused what to 
them was an unreasonable expectation on my part, although it 
was sufficiently supported by the analytic material. 

Gradually ■! came to the conviction that patients have an 
extremely refined feeling for the wishes, tendencies, moods, likes 
and dislikes of the analyst, even should these feelings remain 
totally unconscious to the analyst himself. Instead of contra¬ 
dicting the analyst, instead of accusing him of certain misde¬ 
meanors or blunders, patients identify with him’, only in certain 
exceptional moments of a hysteroid excitement, that is, when 
they are in a condition of near-unconsciousness, can they bring 
themselves to protest. Generally they permit themselves no 
criticism of us; such criticism does not even occur to them 
unless we expressly give them permission to do so, in fact 
directly encourage them to make such criticisms. Therefore we 
must, from the associations of patients, discern the existence 
not only of unpleasant things from their past; we must also, 
more than we have done until now, look for the existence of 
repressed or suppressed criticism of us. 

But here we come up against not inconsiderable resistances, 
and this time resistances in us, not in our patients. Above all, we 
must be more than well analyzed, right dowh to “rock bottom.” 
We must recognize all our own disagreeable external and internal 
character traits so that we can be prepared for just about any¬ 
thing in the way of hidden hate, and disdain contained in the 
patient’s associations. 

This leads to the tangential problem relating to the analyst’s 
own analysis, whose importance increases more and more. Let 
us not forget that the in-depth analysis of a neurosis generally 
takes many years, whereas the usual training analysis frequently 
lasts only a few months or at the most a year or a year and a 
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half. This may lead to the impossible situation in which little by 
little our patients become better analyzed than we ourselves. 
That is, they show signs of such superiority, but are incapable 
of giving expression to it; in fact they often become extremely 
subservient, clearly because they are incapable or afraid of dis¬ 
pleasing us with their criticism. 

A good part of the repressed criticism of our patients concerns 
what might be called “professional hypocrisy.” We politely greet 
the patient as he enters our room, request that he begin associat¬ 
ing and thus promise him to listen attentively, to devote all our 
interest to his well-being and to the task of interpretation. In 
reality, however, we might find certain external or internal char¬ 
acteristics of the patient difficult to bear. Or perhaps we feel the 
analytic hour was an unwelcome interruption of a professional 
or personal, private matter which was more important to us. 
Here too I see no solution other than to seek the cause of the 
interruption in ourselves and to discuss it with the patient, to 
recognize it not only as a possibility but also as a fact. 

It is remarkable that giving up the “professional hypocrisy,” 
which until now was thought to be unavoidable, gives the patient 
a noticeable sense of relief instead of hurting his feelings. The 
traumatic-hysterical attack, if it came on at all, turned out to be 
much milder; past tragic events all of a sudden could be repro¬ 
duced in thought without leading once again to the loss of 
emotional equilibrium; in fact the level of the patient’s person¬ 
ality seemed to be considerably raised. 

What brought about this state of affairs? In the doctor- 
patient relationship there was something unspoken, insincere, 
and discussing it loosened, so to speak, the tongue of the patient. 
The analyst’s admission of error earned him the trust of the 
patient. It almost seems as though there is an advantage to 
making mistakes occasionally so that we can confess them to the 
patient. This advice, though, is surely superfluous; we make 
errors enough in any event. A most intelligent woman patient 
indignantly and justifiably said to me: “It would have been even 
better if you had avoided making mistakes altogether. You are 
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so vain, Doctor, that you want to turn your very errors to your 
advantage.” 

The discovery and solution of this purely technical problem 
provided me with access to previously hidden or little noticed 
material. The analytic situation, with its reserve and coldness, 
professional hypocrisy and the dislike of the patient it masks, 
which the patient could feel in his bones, was essentially no 
different from what had led to the illness in his childhood. 
Since in addition we urged the patient to reproduce his trauma 
in an analytic setting of this sort, we created an unbearable 
situation; no wonder that it could have no other and no better 
consequences than the original trauma itself. However, the 
setting free of [the patient’s] criticism, the capacity to recognize 
our mistakes and to avoid them, bring us the patient’s trust. 
That trust is a certain something that establishes the contrast 
between the present and the unbearable, traumatogenic past, a 
contrast therefore which is indispensable to bringing the past to 
life, no longer as a hallucinatory reproduction, but as an ob¬ 
jective memory. [Previously] hidden criticisms on the part of 
my patients, for instance, uncovered with keen perception the 
aggressive features of my “active therapy,” the professional 
hypocrisy in forcing the relaxation [technique], and taught me to 
recognize and master exaggerations in both respects. I am no 
less grateful to those patients who taught me that we are much 
too inclined to insist on certain theoretical constructs and fre¬ 
quently ignore facts that would weaken our self-assurance and au¬ 
thority. In any event, I learned the reason why it was impossible 
to influence the hysterical outbursts and what then made possible 
the eventual success. I found myself in a position similar to that 
of the ingenious lady whose neurotic friend could not be roused 
from her narcoleptic condition by any amount of shaking and 
shouting. She suddenly hit on the idea to call out to her in a 
childish-playful manner: “Roll about, jump about, little baby,”^ 

* “Roll Dich, loll Dich, Baby." Undoubtedly a childhood rhyme, used 
for awakening a child or encouraging him to play. [JMM] 
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whereupon the patient began doing everything that was asked of 
her. In analysis we often speak of regression to childishness, but 
clearly we ourselves do not realize how right we are; we often 
speak of a split personality, but do not seem to appreciate 
sufficiently the depth of this split. If we maintain our peda¬ 
gogical and cold attitude even in the case of an opisthotonic* 
patient, we thereby sever the last link to him. The unconscious 
patient is in his trance really a child that can no longer respond 
to intelligent clarification, but at most can respond to maternal 
warmth; without this he feels alone and abandoned in his great 
distress. He is in precisely the identical unbearable situation 
which at some point led to psychical splitting and finally to 
illness. No wonder that now he can act in no other way than he 
would during the illness proper, that is, repeat symptom forma¬ 
tion by means of this shock. [Erschutterung^] 

At this point I must not fail to mention that patients do not 
react to theatrical phrases expressing compassion but only to 
genuine sympathy. I do not know whether they can tell the 
difference by the sound of our voice, by the choice of our words, 
or in some other way. In any event, they display a strange, 
almost clairvoyant knowledge of the thoughts and emotions of 
the analyst. In this situation it seems hardly possible to deceive 
the patient and if such deceit is attempted, it can only lead to 
bad consequences. 

h ow let me tell you of some insights I gained through this 
more intimate relationship with patients. 

Above all, my previously communicated® assumption, that 
trauma, specifically sexual trauma, cannot be stressed enough as 
a pathogenic agent, was confirmed anew. Even children of 
respected, high-minded puritanical families fall victim to real 

* “A form of tetanic spasm in which the head and the heels are bent 
backward and the body bowed forward" (Dorland’s Medical Dictionary). 
[JMM] 

No doubt a reference to “The Principle of Relaxation and Neo- 
catbarsis” (1929) and to “Child Analysis in the Analysis of Adults” (1931), 
both published in Bausleine, vol. 3 , and Final Contributions (see notes 3 
and 7 , chapter 5 ). [JMMl 
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rape much more frequently than one had dared to suspect. Either 
the parents themselves seek substitution for their lack of [sexual] 
satisfaction in this pathological manner, or else trusted persons 
such as relatives (uncles, aunts, grandparents), tutors, servants, 
abuse the ignorance and innocence of children. The obvious ob¬ 
jection that we are dealing with sexual fantasies of the child 
himself, that is, with hysterical lies, unfortunately is weakened 
by the multitude of confessions of this kind, on the part of 
patients in analysis, to assaults on children. Thus I was not 
surprised when a short time ago an educator known for his 
high-minded philanthropy came to see me in a state of veritable 
despair to tell me that thus far he had been unfortunate enough 
to discover five families of good society in which the governesses 
lived in a regular conjugal state with nine- to eleven-year-old 
boys. 

The following is a typical manner in which incestuous seduc¬ 
tions come about: 

An adult and a child love each other; the child has the playful 
fantasy that he will assume the role of the mother to the adult. 
This game may also take on erotic forms, but always remains on 
the level of tenderness. This is not true of adults with a patho¬ 
logical predisposition, particularly when their equilibrium and 
their self-control have been upset by some misfortune or by the 
consumption of intoxicating substances. They confuse the play¬ 
fulness of the child with the wishes of a sexually mature person 
or let themselves be carried away to engage in sexual acts without 
consideration of the consequences. Actual rape of girls barely 
beyond infancy, similar sexual acts of grown women with boys, 
even sexual acts of a homosexual character by force are common¬ 
place. 

It is difficult to fathom the behavior and the feelings of 
children following such acts of violence. Their first impulse 
would be: rejection, hatred, disgust, forceful resistance. “No, no, 
I don’t want this, it is too strong for me, that hurts me. Leave 
me be.” This or something like it would be the immediate 
reaction, were it not paralyzed by tremendous fear. The children 
feel physically and morally helpless, their personality is still too 
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insufiScienily consolidaied for them 10 be able to protest even 
if only in thought. The overwhelming power and autborit)' of 
the adults renders them silent; often they are deprived of their 
senses. Yet that very fear, M'ken it reaches its zenith, forces them 
automatically to surrender to the hUI of the aggressor, to antici¬ 
pate each of his wishes and to submit to them; forgetting them¬ 
selves entirely, to identify totally with the aggressor. As a result 
of the identification with the aggressor, let tis call it introjection, 
the aggressor disappears as external realiU' and becomes intra- 
psychic instead of extrapsjxhic; however, the intrapsjchk is 
subjected to the primary' process in a dreamlike state, as is the 
traumatic trance, that is, in accordar>ce with the pleasure 
principle, it can be shaped and transformed into a positive as 
well as negative hallucination. In any event, the assault ceases 
to exist as an inflexible external reaJit)*, and the child in his 
traumatic trance, succeeds in maintaining the former situation 
of tenderness. 

Yet the most important transformation in the emotional life 
of the child, which his identification with the adult partner, an 
identification based on fear, calls forth, is the introjection of the 
guilt feeling of the adults which gives hitheno iimocent play the 
appearance of a punishable act. 

When the child recovers after such an attack, he feels ex¬ 
tremely confused in fact already split, innocent and guilu’ at 
the same time; indeed his confidence in the testimony of his own 
senses has been destroyed. In addition to this, the behasior of 
the adult partner has become harsh, for he is now more than 
ever plagued and angered by remorse, which makes the chUd 
feel even deeper euilt and shame. Almost always the perpetrator 
acts as though nothing had happened, comforting himself with 
the thought: After all, this is only a child, who still knows 
nothing, and will soon forget eveiything again.’^ Not infrequenth* 
the seducer becomes overly moralistic or religious after such an 
event and seeks to save the soul of the child by means of such 
severity as well. 

Usually the relationship to a second person of trust, in the 
chosen example the mother, is not intimate enough either to 
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provide help. Timid attempts of this kind [on the part of the 
child] are rejected by the mother as nonsense. The abused child 
turns into a mechanically obedient being or becomes defiant, but 
can no longer account for the reason for the defiance, even to 
himself; his sexual life remains undeveloped or takes on perverse 
forms; I will not mention at this time the neuroses and psychoses 
that could result from such a situation. The scientific importance 
of this observation is the assumption that the still not well- 
developed personality [of the child] responds to sudden un¬ 
pleasure, not with defense, but with identification and introjection 
of the menacing person or aggressor, an identification based on 
fear. Only now do I understand why patients so stubbornly re¬ 
fused to follow my suggestion to react to misfortunes they suffered 
with unpleasure, perhaps with hatred and defense, as I would 
have expected. A part of their personality, indeed its core, at some 
point got stuck on a level where one is still unable to react in 
an alloplastic manner: one does so autoplastically, as it were 
with a kind of mimicry. Thus we reach a form of personality 
consisting only of id and superego, which therefore lacks the 
ability to maintain itself even in unpleasure. This parallels the 
fact that for the not fully developed child,® being alone, without 
motherly or other car^, and without a considerable measure of 
tenderness, is unbearable. Here we must revert to ideas long 
ago developed by Freud, who even then pointed out that the 
capacity for object-love is preceded by a stage of identification. 

I would like to call this the stage of passive object-love or 
tenderness. Traces of object-love already surface here, but only 
in fantasy, in a playful manner. Thus children also, almost with¬ 
out exception, play with the idea of taking the part of the parent 
of the same sex, to become the spouse of the parent of the 
opposite sex. But, it must be stressed, only in fantasy; in reality 
they do not wish, nor are they able, to do without tenderness, 


• In the German text as published in Internationale Zeitschrift fur Psy~ 
choanalyse (1933), this reads: “das ganz entwickelte Kind” (the com¬ 
pletely developed child). Our translation follows Bausteine, 3, p. 520: 
"das nicht ganz entwickelte Kind’’ (the not fully developed child). [JMM] 
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especially the mother’s tenderness. If during this phase of 
tenderness more love is forced on a child or love of a kind other 
than what the child desired, this will lead to the same pathogenic 
consequences as lack of love, in which heretofore the cause [of 
illness] has almost always been sought. It would take us too far 
afield to point here to all the neuroses and all the charactero- 
logical consequences brought about by premature grafting of 
forms of passionate sexual love riddled with guilt onto a still 
immature, innocent being. The consequence can only be that 
confusion of tongues to which I allude in the title of this lecture. 

Parents and adults, as much as we analysts during analysis, 
must learn to accept that the desperate wish to free oneself from 
an all too oppressive love lies behind the submissiveness, indeed 
adoration, as well as behind the transference love of our children, 
patients, and students. If we can help the child, patient, or student 
to give up the reaction of identification and to ward off the 
burdensome transferences we can say that we succeeded in lift¬ 
ing his personality to a higher level. 

Only briefly do I wish to point to a few additional insights to 
which this series of observations promises access. We have known 
for the longest time that not only forced love but also unbearable 
punishments can have a fixating effect. Perhaps the preceding 
observations will facilitate understanding of this seemingly sense¬ 
less reaction. The child’s playful offenses are lifted to the level 
of reality only upon administration of passionate, often enraged 
punitive sanctions, with all their depressive consequences for the 
child, who had, until then, felt free of guilt. 

The more detailed examination of these processes during the 
analytic trance also teaches us that there can be no shock, no 
fright, without traces of a personality split. It will not surprise 
any psychoanalyst that one part of the person regresses to pre- 
traumatic bliss and seeks to undo the trauma. It is more sur¬ 
prising that in the course of identification one sees a second 
mechanism at work. I, at any rate, knew little of it. I am referring 
to the sudden, surprising blossoming, as if by magic, of new facul¬ 
ties following violent shock. One is almost reminded of the magic 
skills of the fakirs who, it is said, can cause stems and flowers to 
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grow from a seed before our very eyes. Extreme adversity, 
especially fear of death, seems to have the power suddenly to 
awaken latent, still uncathected predispositions, which awaited 
their ripening in deepest tranquillity, and stimulate them to action. 
The sexually violated child can suddenly bring to fruition under 
the pressure of traumatic exigency all future faculties which are 
virtually preformed in him and are necessary for marriage, 
motherhood and fatherhood, as well as all feelings of a mature 
person. Here one can confidently speak of traumatic (pathologic) 
progression or precocity in contrast to the familiar concept of 
regression. It is only natural to think of fruit that ripens or be¬ 
comes sweet prematurely when injured by the beak of a bird, 
or of the premature ripening of wormy fruit. Shock can cause 
a part of the person to mature suddenly, not only emotionally 
but intellectually as well. I remind you of the typical “dream of 
the wise baby” singled out by me so many years ago, in which 
a newborn child or infant in its cradle suddenly begins to talk, 
indeed teaches wisdom to all the family. Fear of the uninhibited 
and therefore as good as crazy adult turns the child into a 
psychiatrist, as it were. In order to do so and to protect himself 
from the dangers coming from people without self-control, he 
must first know how to identify himself completely with them. 
It is unbelievable how much we can learn in reality from our wise 
children, the neurotics. 

If traumatic events accumulate during the life of the growing 
person, the number and variety of personality splits increase, 
and soon it will be rather difficult to maintain contact without 
confusion with all the fragments, which all act as separate 
personalities but mostly do not know each other. In the end one 
might reach a state which one need not hesitate to call atomiza¬ 
tion, to continue the metaphor of fragmentation. It takes much 
optimism not to lose one’s courage in the face of this condition 
either and yet I hope that even here connecting paths can be 
found. In addition to passionate love and passionate punish¬ 
ments there is a third way of binding the child to oneself and 
that is the terrorism of suffering. Children have the compulsion 
to smooth over all kinds of disorders in the family, that is to 
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say, to take onto their tender shoulders the burdens of all others; 
naturally, in the final analysis, not out of pure unselfishness 
but to regain the lost peace and the tenderness that is part of it. 
A mother can make a lifelong nurse, in fact a substitute mother, 
out of the child by bewailing her suffering, totally disregarding 
the interests of the child. 

I believe, should all this prove true, that we shall be obliged 
to revise certain chapters of the [psychoanalytic] theory of 
sexuality and of genitality. Perversions, for example, are perhaps 
only infantile at the level of tenderness. When perversions [are 
accompanied] by passion and a sense of guilt, they perhaps bear 
witness to their [origin in] exogenous stimulation, that is, in 
secondary, neurotic exaggeration. My theory of genitality as well 
failed to take into account this distinction between the phase of 
tenderness and that of passion. How much sadomasochism in 
the sexuality of our time is determined by culture (that is, derived 
exclusively from introjected feelings of guilt), and how much 
develops autochthonously and spontaneously as an independent 
phase of organization, is reserved for further investigations. 

It would please me if you would take the trouble to examine, 
in practice and in theory, what I have communicated here, and 
especially if you would follow my advice to pay closer attention 
than you have in the past to the strange, much veiled, yet critical 
manner of thinking and speaking of your children, patients, and 
students, and, so to speak, loosen their tongues. You will hear 
much that is instructive. 


Appendix 

This train of thought calls attention to the [distinction be¬ 
tween] tenderness in the erotic life of the child and passionate 
[sexuality] in the erotic life of the adult from a purely descriptive 
point of view, but leaves open the question of the real nature 
of the difference between the two. Psychoanalysis can approve 
the Cartesian idea that passion [Leidenschaft] is caused by suffer¬ 
ing [Leiden], But perhaps it will at the same time discover an 
answer to the question of what it is in the playful satisfaction of 
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tenderness that introduces the element of suffering and thereby 
of sadomasochism. The above considerations allow us to surmise 
that, among other things, it is the sense of guilt, which in the 
erotic life of the adult turns the love object into the recipient of 
ambivalent feelings of both love and hate, whereas this split is 
still foreign to the tenderness of children. It is the hate [the adult 
feels for the child] that traumatically surprises and terrifies the 
child who is seduced by an adult, and transforms him from a 
spontaneous and innocently playing being into a guilt-ridden 
love-automaton, anxiously and, so to speak, self-effacingly imitat¬ 
ing the adult. His own guilt feelings and the hatred toward the 
seductive [child] partner shape the sexual intercourse of the adult 
into a battle (primal scene) which terrifies the child. For the 
adult this terminates with the moment of orgasm, whereas the 
erotic life of the child, in the absence of the “struggle of the 
sexes,” remains at the level of foreplay, or knows satisfaction 
only in the sense of “satiety” but not the feelings of annihilation 
that accompany an orgasm. The “theory of genitality,”'^ which 
seeks the origin of the struggle between the sexes in phylogeny, 
will have to acknowledge this distinction between the erotic 
gratifications of children and the love during the intercourse [of 
adults] which is saturated with hatred. 


’’ See S. Ferenczi, Thalassa: A Theory of Genitality (Albany, N.Y.: 
The Psychoanalytic Quarterly, Inc., 1938). 
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POSTSCRIPT TO THE 
1985 EDITION 


W HEN THIS book first appeared in hardcover, the many 
reviewers who wrote alraut it concentrated their criticism 
on the supposed character of the author. I was, in their words, “a 
vengeful outcast,” “perpetually adolescent,” “monumentally 
stupid,” “an opportunist,” “a charlatan,” “a kid,” and “a master 
of seduction.” When reviewers did turn their attention to the 
book, it was not often to the arguments within, but to the vol¬ 
ume’s very existence. “All that the book and its author deserve is 
oblivion”; it is “a grave slander”; it is “comical and self-serv¬ 
ing,” “pathetic and mean-spirited.” As one can see from these 
adjectives, unusual in the book pages, my book was generating 
considerable emotional response. My character was attacked, 
my motivation was attacked, but my arguments, and even more 
importantly, the new historical material I brought to light, were 
not adequately addressed. 

The reason for this unusual response was the appearance, in 
December 1983, of two articles in The New Yorker by Janet 
Malcolm, entitled “Trouble in the Archives.” These pieces 
recently appeared as a book. In the Freud Archives (Knopf, 
1984). Most reviewers not only found her book delightful and 
instructive, but also concurred with her evaluation of me; I was, 
without question, “an intellectual terrorist,” “a veritable lago, 
papered over with charm yet filled with motiveless malignity.” 
Christopher Lehmann-Haupt, reviewing the book in The New 
York Times, concedes that Freudians have been reluctant to 
acknowledge childhood rape, “but with predators like Jeffrey 
Masson lurking in their territory, one finds it difficult to blame 
them for perpetrating it [the cover-up].” 
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None of these reviewers ever stopped to ask whether this por¬ 
trait of me was fair or accurate, how it was acquired, and what my 
role in it had been. In fact, Robert Coles in the Boston Globe 
went so far as to state that “it is not Janet Malcolm who calls him 
such: his own words reveal this psychological profile—a self- 
portrait offered to us through the efforts of an observer and lis¬ 
tener who is, surely, as wise as any in the psychoanalytic 
profession.” It is crucial to note, however, that Malcolm is not 
always the disinterested observer she claims to be, and that much 
of what she presents in her “profile” of me is colored by her 
interpretation of our conversations. Carlin Romano of The Phila¬ 
delphia Inquirer learned, for example, that when Malcolm wrote 
“At no time during our acquaintance did Masson answer my 
question about what had brought on his sudden virulent anti- 
Freudianism” and later spoke of my “silence” on this question, 
she was using the words “answer” and “silence” to imply that I 
had secret motivations I was trying to conceal. But, in fact, I did 
answer at great length—what is my book,,but an extended 
answer to this important question? What Malcolm meant, she 
explained to Romano, was that I did not give her a satisfactory 
answer. But she omitted to warn her readers that she was using 
the verb “to answer” in this unusually restricted sense. Romano 
concluded that “a comparison of the articles with the book sup¬ 
ports Masson’s allegations that Malcolm reconstructs conversa¬ 
tions—an unacceptable journalistic technique.” Romano’s piece 
caught the attention of Geoffrey Stokes of the Village Voice, who 
wrote about it in his Press Clips (June 28, 1984). For the next 
month, there was a series of letters and responses published in the 
Voice. Stokes (July 17,1984) summed up his belief that Malcolm 
had engaged in dishonest journalism: 

This sort of selective (mis)quotation calls Malcolm’s good faith into 
question, and it is only on an almost preternatural amount of good 
faith that readers can rely when reporters start creating composite 
quotations. The net effect of what Malcolm has done—because it is 
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central to her portrait of Masson, which was in turn central to her 
articles and book—seems to me far worse than the comparatively 
minor atmospheric details invented by Alastair Reid. [In the spring 
of 1984 Reid, a New Yorker writer, confessed to creating composite 
characters in pieces he presented as factual reporting.] 

Sanskrit scholar Robert Goldman, who had also been mis¬ 
quoted in the Malcolm pieces, pointed to what he saw as the dam¬ 
age these pieces had done in an article he wrote for California 
Monthly (July 1984): 

Malcolm’s articles appeared in advance of the publication of 
Masson’s The Assault on Truth and set the intellectual tone for the 
reviews Masson would receive. Her articles provided Masson’s crit¬ 
ics both with the precedent for ignoring his discoveries (while focus¬ 
ing on his personality) and with the ammunition for attacking 
him—his credentials, his competence, and his motives—without the 
need to conduct any independent inquiry of their own. To be blunt: 
Malcolm’s account of Jeffrey Masson is a tendentious, dishonest, 
and malicious piece of character assassination, all the more perni¬ 
cious because of its studied tone of mildly amused detachment. Had 
her articles (and now book) never appeared, the arguments of 
Masson’s book surely would have been given a fairer and more dis¬ 
passionate hearing than is now seemingly possible. 

I believe that Goldman is correct, and his points are interesting 
because they raise issues that are far more important than 
whether the portrait of me is an accurate one. What is at issue is 
how one responds to the new information recently becoming 
available on the abuse of women and children. Many reviewers 
(almost all men, interestingly) have followed Janet Malcolm’s 
lead in focusing their attention on my personality and motiva¬ 
tion, thereby avoiding the substantive issues raised by my dis¬ 
coveries. Nor do I believe that the driving force of this hostile 
response lies in any personal animus against me. One cannot 
escape the feeling that most men (and some women) have terrible 
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difficulty when it comes to even hearing about the miseries of 
childhood, and about the suffering many girls undergo in their 
early years, first at the hands of a trusted adult (generally a close 
male relative) and later at the hands of a therapist (generally 
male) who does not believe their memories and will not take seri¬ 
ously what has really happened to them in childhood, ascribing 
it, more often than not, to a perverted imagination or to an alleg¬ 
edly normal childhood fantasy—a desire to be raped by the 
father. 

Many women, sympathetic to the research I have done in this 
book, have been puzzled by my lack of explicit recognition of the 
work done by feminist authors in the field of the sexual abuse of 
children. Since I am not an expert in the issues involved in child 
abuse as it exists today, and felt that I was addressing an explic¬ 
itly historical issue (and one confined to psychoanalysis and the 
role it played in ignoring the extent of child abuse), I did not feel 
competent to comment on the modem literature. But I believe, in 
retrospect, that this was a mistake. For one thing, it cannot be 
taken for granted that all or even most of my readers will be aware 
of the dimensions of the problem; and for another, it now strikes 
me as wrong not to acknowledge my predecessors in this field 
and the important contribution they made. There are three books 
in particular that deeply impressed me and taught me a great deal 
about the subject of the sexual abuse of children, which I highly 
recommend to readers: David Finkelhor’s Sexually Victimized 
Children (The Free Press, 1979); Florence Rush’s The Best Kept 
Secret: Sexual Abuse of Children (Prentice Hall, 1980 ); and 
Judith Herman’s Father!Daughter Incest (Harvard, 1981). All 
three authors, writing in the wider context of a feminist perspec¬ 
tive, one I lacked when I wrote my book, reached very similar 
conclusions to mine with respect to Freud. From these authors I 
learned that the problem was far greater than I had realized. This 
became clearer still after reading the authoritative article by 
Diana E. H. Russell, “The Incidence and Prevalence of Intra- 
familial and Extrafamilial Sexual Abuse of Female Children” 





Postscript to the 1985 Edition 


309 


{Child Abuse & Neglect, 7: 133-146, 1983). Russell concludes 
that “over one-quarter of the population of female children have 
experienced sexual abuse before the age of 14, and well over one- 
third have had such an experience by the age of 18 years.” Her 
article was based on interviews with a random sample of 930 
adult female residents of San Francisco. It was the first time that 
such a survey was undertaken, and the results are staggering. We 
can assume, I think, that if such abuse is so prevalent in this seg¬ 
ment of the general population, then among people who seek 
psychotherapy, it is likely to be even higher. This assumption is 
supported by the findings of Elaine Carmen, Patricia Rieker, and 
Trudy Mills in “Victims of Violence and Psychiatric Illness” in 
the American Journal of Psychiatry (141: 378-383, 1984): 
“Almost half of the patients had histories of physical and/or sex¬ 
ual abuse.” These authors then admit candidly: “Our research 
underscores the discrepancy between the alarming number of 
people who are physically and sexually abused and the relative 
lack of attention that is given to these topics in taking routine psy¬ 
chiatric histories.” 

In the end, it is the reality and the extent of the abuse that mat¬ 
ters, and, equally important, the fact that both are routinely 
denied or in some other fashion neglected by psychoanalysts and 
psychiatrists. It is irrelevant where this neglect originates. I 
believe that Freud is largely responsible for this neglect by hav¬ 
ing given intellectual sophistication to a wrong view (that women 
invent rape) for the perpetuation of a view that is comforting to 
male society; but I do not believe that this is the reason we persist 
in ignoring the reality of this abuse. To understand this, one must 
take into account the wider issues raised by Rorence Rush and 
Judith Herman and other feminist authors. There is no doubt in 
my mind that it was the feminist literature of the 1970s that 
finally broke the silence about the incidence and prevalence of 
incest. It was only the feminists who were able to place what had 
happened in the past in a perspective that made sense, and who 
pointed at the same time to the urgency and depth of the problem. 
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Not only is the best literature on this topic written by feminists, 
but the courageous books that talked about personal incest expe¬ 
riences, the first autobiographical accounts, were all by women: 
Maya Angelou’s / Know Why the Caged Bird Sings (Random 
House, 1970); Sandra Suiter’s Conspiracy of Silence: The 
Trauma of Incest (New Glide Publications, 1978); Louise 
Armstrong’s Kiss Daddy Goodnight: A Speak-Out on Incest 
(Hawthorn Books, 1978); Susan Forward’s Betrayal of Inno¬ 
cence: Incest and Its Devastation (Penguin, 1979); Katherine 
Brady’s Father’s Days (Seaview, 1979); and Charlotte Vale 
Allen’s Daddy’s Girl: A Memoir (Simon and Schuster, 1980). 
How different this literature is from the standard psychiatric liter¬ 
ature, not just in its power to move us emotionally, but also in the 
courage to tell the truth, and to tell it in the words that belong to 
the real events. This is perhaps nowhere better evidenced than in 
the moving novel about incest by Michelle Morris, If I Should 
Die Before I Wake (J. P. Tarcher, 1982), and three books by Alice 
Miller, the noted Swiss psychoanalyst: Prisoners of Childhood 
(Basic Books, 1981); For Your Own Good: Hidden Cruelty in 
Childrearing and the Roots of Violence. (Farrar, Straus and 
Giroux, 1983); and Thou Shall Not Be Aware: Psychonalysis and 
Society’s Betrayal of Children (Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1984). 

Now that the storm raised by the appearance of my book has 
calmed down somewhat, it may be possible to evaluate the docu¬ 
ments and their significance in a more objective manner. No 
doubt my speculations about Freud’s motivations, being merely 
an interpretation, are not conclusive or definitive. I can only look 
forward to a time when the whole matter can be discussed in a 
more scholarly fashion, when objections to my position will be 
based on a different understanding of the documents, rather than 
a dislike for the subject matter or the imagined personality of the 
author. 



POSTSCRIPT TO THE 
1992 EDITION 


S INCE I first began writing this book ten years ago, a great 
deal has happened relating to the sexual abuse of children. 
Nobody, now, denies that it happens. Few, now, deny that it 
happens frequently. Almost everybody recognizes that it 
happens across all lines of class, income, and education. Ten 
years ago this was not the case. Then there was a lonely 
contingent of courageous feminist researchers—among them 
Louise Armstrong, Florence Rush, Judith Herman, and Diana 
Russell—whose works were ignored, by and large, by the 
mainstream media and especially by psychiatry, the very pro¬ 
fession women who were abused as children often turned to in 
their tragically mistaken belief that they would find help. 
Psychiatry was largely responsible for the climate of disbelief 
that surrounded those women who braved the scorn of male 
professionals and spoke up about their own experience of 
abuse. 

What has happened over these ten years to make this change 
possible? A growing body of scholarly writing (by people such 
as David Finkelhor, Roland Summit, Ann Burgess, Kee 
MacFarlane, Sandra Butler, and especially, again, Diana 
Russell and Judith Herman); the justly popular books by Alice 
Miller that speak passionately and eloquently on the reality of 
child sexual abuse; many firsthand reports from women who 
had experienced incest and were able to publish their stories 
(Katherine Brady, Charlotte Vale Allen, Eleanore Hill, Sylvia 
Fraser, Trudi Chase); and finally, accounts in all major media 
of two sexual abuse scandals that mesmerized the nation, one 
in Jordan, Minnesota, and one at the McMartin Preschool in 
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Manhattan Beach, California. All of these factors shattered 
society’s apathy and disbelief, and many reports flooded in. 

How has psychiatry reacted? As if all along these pro¬ 
fessionals were the ones fighting to have an unwanted truth 
recognized. And now they were prepared to accept their 
reward in the form of being called upon as experts. From 
having denied the existence of child sexual abuse, or at least its 
importance, they were now offering workshops in its treatment 
methodology. The change was caused by the profession’s 
realization that there was a profit to be made either through a 
new patient population or through “educating” the public. 

The picture, however, is not monochromatic. Society as a 
whole has been willing to recognize the reality of child sexual 
abuse. Witness the cover story in the October 7, 1991 issue of 
People magazine about Roseanne Barr, which was an excellent 
article. But the price to be paid was in the backlash. This 
backlash is really a reflection on a societal level of the vehement 
rejection of an accusation at the individual level. That is, most 
men, when accused of child sexual abuse, become outraged at 
the very idea, and flat out deny that they did any such thing. 
Pressed to explain a two- or three- or ten-year-old child’s 
possible motivation for lying about such an event, especially 
when that same child manifests every sign of great affection, 
warmth, and even love for the man, the abuser will say: “She is 
fantasizing.” In the past psychiatrists had often helped men 
evade their responsibility by invoking Freud’s explanation for 
the pervasiveness of child sexual abuse. It was too improbable, 
said Freud, forgetting his teacher Charcot’s ringing words, 
which he had so often evoked: La theorie c’est bon, mats ga 
n ’empechepas d’exister [“Theory is fine, but it does not prevent 
facts from existing”]. 

But Freud was rapidly losing credibility when it came 
to child sexual abuse. Florence Rush, Alice Miller, Judith 
Herman, and I all in our own ways, and separately, have 
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pointed out the inconsistencies and historical inaccuracies on 
which the psychoanalytic approach to the issue was based. The 
publication of the complete letters of Sigmund Freud to 
Wilhelm Fliess by Harvard University Press in 1985, which I 
edited and translated, provided for the first time the real 
historical account of Freud’s views on sexual abuse, which 
were more complicated than we had been led to believe by the 
standard psychoanalytic histories. The hard data Diana 
Russell provided in a landmark essay in 1983 stated that “over 
one-quarter of the population of female children have 
experienced sexual abuse before the age of fourteen, and well 
over one-third have had such an experience by the age of 
eighteen years,” was universally accepted by other researchers 
and showed Freud’s error revealed for what it was; he was 
simply wrong in claiming that most women who complain are 
fantasizing, as opposed to remembering sexual abuse. (The 
implication for psychoanalysis, psychiatry, and psychology in 
general is another story, and one that I have tried to address in 
three subsequent books: A Dark Science; Against Therapy; 
and Final Analysis). 

I would like to take this opportunity to clarify a mis¬ 
understanding about my attitude toward Freud. I found a large 
number of previously unpublished documents that clarified the 
question of Freud’s abandonment of the seduction hypothesis. 
But these documents, while permitting a much fuller ex¬ 
planation of the historical circumstances surrounding this 
crucial event in Freud’s intellectual life, do not permit anybody 
to claim with certainty that he or she now understands Freud’s 
motivation. I certainly speculate in this book what that moti¬ 
vation might be: a fear of losing his friendship with Fliess; a 
fear of standing up for the least advantaged in society; a desire 
to distance himself from any responsibility in the failed 
operation on a favorite patient; a fear of the wrath of the more 
powerful men—men of the middle class elite whom Freud’s 


314 


Postscript to the 1992 Edition 


patients were accusing of sexual abuse, and a desire to remain 
in the good graces of these men so that he could continue to 
practice his profession. However, I must emphasize that these 
are mere speculations. I do not know for certain what Freud’s 
motivation was, and I cannot imagine that any document as 
yet undiscovered will eventually disclose it. I may disapprove 
of what I call Freud’s loss of moral courage, but I cannot claim 
that I understand it. 

Nevertheless, new documents may well shed some light on 
Freud’s reversal. Since the first edition of this book, I have 
come across one document that I did not know of when I 
published Assault. In 1899 Leopold Lowenfeld, in his book 
Sexualleben und Nervenleiden, wrote that “one of the cases in 
which Freud used his analytic method [to uncover a sexual 
event in early childhood] came under my observation by 
chance. The patient in question told me with absolute certainty 
that the infantile sexual scene which Freud’s analysis had 
apparently uncovered was pure fantasy and was never 
experienced by him in reality.” This account no doubt 
distressed Freud. Here was a well-known German psychiatrist 
saying that Freud’s patients were merely engaged in fantasies, 
that they were not remembering, and for proof he had a 
retraction from one of these very patients whom Freud had 
relied on to devise his original seduction theory. I think we 
must add this piece of evidence to the ones I cited earlier. It 
strengthens my belief that Freud was extremely upset by the 
response his initial theory evoked among his male colleagues. 

Even in light of the recent evidence described above, Freud’s 
subsequent seduction theory remained so entrenched in the 
psychological literature, and so enormously beneficial to those 
with power that it wouldn’t totally disappear without a last 
ditch struggle. That struggle has come to be known as the 
backlash against accusations of child sexual abuse. That is, at 
first people were not prepared to believe the phenomenon 



Postscript to the 1992 Edition 


315 


existed at all. Then they did. And now, claim the revisionists, 
we have gone too far in the other direction, and believe all 
accounts, no matter how wild or improbable or devoid of 
evidence. This backlash is not dependent on psychiatry; it has 
its own organization, VOCAL (Victims of Child Abuse 
Legislation), whose members are primarily, though not 
exclusively, men accused of child sexual abuse. It has one or 
two prominent speakers, such as Lee Coleman, who happens 
to be a psychiatrist but has a rather enlightened view of the 
profession’s uselessness in these and other matters. VOCAL 
has produced a body of literature that is in no way comparable 
to the serious literature on the other side (best summed up in 
Diana Russell’s superb book. The Secret Trauma), but mostly 
centers around the “improbable” and “impossible” stories 
from day-care centers, with Jordan and McMartin as the 
showpieces. 

Fantasy—the notion from Freud that women invent 
allegations of sexual abuse because they desire sex—continues 
to play a role in undermining the credibility of victims of sexual 
abuse. This was recently showcased in the Senate hearings on 
the confirmation of Judge Clarence Thomas, in which his 
accuser was alternately portrayed as an “erotomaniac,” a 
woman who fantasizes that powerful men want to have sex 
with her, and a vengeful spurned woman. The vengeful woman 
also makes an appearance as the mother who fabricates sexual 
abuse of her children by their father to win custody. As Louise 
Armstrong and others, particularly Phyllis Chesler in her 
strong book Mothers on Trial, have documented, women who 
accuse their husbands of sexual abuse of their children as part 
of divorce proceedings often lose custody precisely because 
they made the accusation. 

There is a growing body of writing about false accusations of 
child sexual abuse, but much of it is partisan, and some of it is 
extremely unreliable. Of course, one cannot say that false 
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accusations never happen, and that children, for one reason or 
another, never recant. But such cases are rare. However, some 
authors take the position that abuse never occurs. For 
example, Paul and Shirley Eberle’s book The Politics of Child 
Abuse, a so-called expose of the McMartin case, attempts to 
exonerate all the accused. But as Ms. magazine pointed out 
(December 1988), these same authors also edit a soft-core 
pornography magazine, and were formerly responsible for 
publishing a hard-core pornography magazine. Finger, which 
contained such edifying articles as “Sexpot at Five” and “My 
First Rape.” 

Two excellent, balanced, and informative books have been 
written about the backlash, especially the Jordan, Minnesota, 
and McMartin cases. One is by John Crewdson, By Silence 
Betrayed: Sexual Abuse of Children in America (1988), and 
the other is David Hechler’s The Battle and the Backlash: The 
Child Sexual Abuse War (1988). Both authors tackle the 
thorny question of the statistics on false charges of sexual 
abuse. The key article is by Douglas Besharov, who was the 
first director of the National Center on Child Abuse and 
Neglect, entitled “Doing Something About Child Abuse” and 
published in the Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy in 
1985. In that article Besharov writes: “More than sixty-five 
percent of all reports of suspected child maltreatment— 
involving over 750,000 children per year—turn out to be 
‘unfounded.’ ” (Note that Besharov is speaking not just about 
sexual abuse cases, but also about physical abuse and neglect, 
a fact that many writers ignore when attempting to imply that 
most sexual abuse cases are later proven false). Moreover, 
“unfounded” and false are not the same, as both Hechler and 
Crewdson point out. Sometirhes an “unsubstantiated” case 
merely means that no investigation was possible because the 
family moved away, because a case worker has no time to 
investigate it, or because the child cannot or will not speak to 
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an investigator. If a child is pre-verbal, and cannot name her 
accuser, some reporting systems then legally require that the 
case be called “unfounded.” In California, the Department of 
Social Services admits that it investigates fewer than half of the 
fifty thousand child abuse reports it receives each year. “If they 
cannot determine within a week or ten days whether an accu¬ 
sation of abuse is true, the report in question is either labeled 
“unfounded” or purged from the state’s central registry 
altogether. “During an average month in 1985, nearly five 
thousand Los Angeles children who were suspected of being 
physically or sexually abused were never visited by a child 
protection worker at all” writes Crewdson {By Silence 
Betrayed, p. 23). 

We are only slowly beginning to recognize that child sexual 
abuse is not confined to the United States, but is a worldwide 
problem. In other countries, while material has been gathered 
about child abuse in general, the tendency has been to overlook 
sexual abuse. But that is changing, and there has been a 
number of publications about the topic in Germany, especially, 
but also in Switzerland, Holland, England, and Italy. 

This popular and scholarly activity around the world, 
especially in the United States, demonstrates that society has, 
even if reluctantly and belatedly, come to recognize that the 
sexual abuse of children is real, widespread, serious, and long- 
silenced. I am glad that this book has played a role in ending 
that silence. 
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I n the 1990 s, a remarkable transformation has taken place 
in our attitudes toward child sexual abuse. Not only is 
it acknowledged to be real, but therapists from various 
schools, including Freudian psychoanalysts, have pro¬ 
claimed themselves experts in healing the wounds. Some of 
these therapists are the very same people who ten or twenty 
years earlier were vociferous in claiming that sexual abuse 
in childhood was merely a fantasy. Now they are experts in 
its cure. This seems a matter for concern. Some of these 
therapists were content to allow patients or clients to 
remember their abuse, and help them ponder it, using the 
classical methods of talk-therapy, namely talking and pri¬ 
marily just listening. Others, however, whether out of genu¬ 
ine belief, or impatience, or ignorance, would make strong 
suggestions to their patients, or would ask them to take a 
sedative such as amobarbital (Amytal), popularly known as 
a “truth serum” (it is actually nothing more than a barbitu¬ 
rate like Nembutal or Seconal), or would put them under 
hypnosis, the better to retrieve the supposed buried memo¬ 
ries of abuse that more and more therapists were convinced 
were there. Inevitably, this led to abuses within therapy. If 
an enthusiastic therapist is convinced there is a ghost in the 
closet, it takes a very strong-minded person on the other 
side of the couch to resist the temptation to please the 
therapist and notice the ghost. 

Inevitably, some people “remembered” abuse that had 
not occurred. I think these “false memories” are rare, but I 
do not think they are impossible or have never happened. 
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And when they did occur, and when it became clear to the 
larger public that they did, the media jumped on the 
phenomenon with glee, making much noise about confabu¬ 
lation, lies, Salem witch hunts, and greedy and unprofes¬ 
sional therapists. 

Too many people wTiting about this state of aflfairs have 
blamed Freud for creating the climate in w’hich these false 
memories can proliferate, because he believed throughout 
his life in the reality of the repression of memories, and 
because for a brief period of his life, he believed in the 
reality of child sexual abuse. I believe that these criticisms 
of the early Freud, the Freud I admired in this book, are 
simply wrong. I clearly do not have the space to answ'er aU of 
the criticisms, but I w’ould like to take one as representative, 
both because of the cogenc\’ of its arguments, its supposed 
dispassion, and the acclaim it has received. I am referring to 
the book UTry Freud JVas Wrong: Sin, Science and PsyKtho- 
analysis by Richard Webster, published in 1995 by Basic 
Books. 

In an afterw'ord to that book entitled “Freud’s False 
Memories: Psychoanalysis and the Recovered Memory’ 
Movement,” Webster repeats w’hat has become a familiar 
theme in recent years: Memories of sexual abuse are real 
powerful, and have deep effects on the hves of those who 
remember, but psychoanalysis has been responsible, 
throughout most of its history’, for denying this reahty”: 
therefore, wben those memories have been retrieved \ia 
therapy, of any kind, they are suspect. Webster then puts the 
blame for the current interest in these “recovered memo¬ 
ries” primarily on me and Judith Herman. I should make it 
clear that my interest in wTiting The Assault on Truth had 
nothing to do with the recovery of memories. I w’as inter¬ 
ested in the reality of sexual abuse, so the topic of recovered 
memories is not one I address in any depth in this book. 
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Webster then goes on to claim that it is because of my 
stinging indictment of the profession that would not ac¬ 
knowledge the truth of abuse, that analysts and other 
therapists hastened to add the treatment of sexual abuse in 
childhood to their therapeutic armamentarium. He further 
claims that these therapists are deriving their inspiration 
from the early Freud, just as I suggested they do. The 
problem, he says, is that there is actually no evidence 
whatever that Freud’s patients had been abused—and he 
claims, as do now a number of other scholars, that Freud 
foisted these memories onto his patients; that in fact, they 
are false memories. 

As proof, they point to several sentences in Freud’s early 
papers where he does indeed refer to how active he was in 
bringing about the recovery of memories. But I must stress 
here that we do not at present possess, and probably never 
will, enough documentary evidence of how, precisely, 
Freud conducted his therapy in the early days, say between 
1895 and 1900 . All we have are his published writings, in 
which few particulars are given, and his far more detailed 
correspondence with Wilhelm Fliess, which I edited in a 
complete edition for Harvard University Press. That corre¬ 
spondence indicates that Freud had patients of both kinds: 
those who always remembered the abuse, and those who 
remembered it only during therapy. The letters, however, 
are so sketchy on this matter that it would be impossible to 
say anything definite about it. 

Webster, however, is convinced that “there is no evi¬ 
dence that any of the patients who came to Freud without 
memories of sexual abuse had ever suffered from such 
abuse.’’ He is wrong, since Freud himself says very explicit¬ 
ly, in his 1896 paper “The Aetiology of Hysteria’’ (which I 
include as Appendix B in this book) that “I have been able 
to obtain an objective confirmation ... in two. In one 
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instance, it was the brother [who had remained well] who 
of his own accord confirmed . . . the fact that there had 
been sexual relations . . That is a very clear statement 
that Freud believed he had objective proof of the sexual 
abuse, apart from the memory, present or retrieved, of a 
patient. 

Webster is not only wTong in his facts, however, he goes 
on to make an equally serious error of logic. For the fact that 
“there is no evidence” of abuse does not necessarily mean 
that there was no abuse. No evidence is not equivalent to “it 
never happened.” But this is exactly what Webster goes on 
to sa\', for in the same paragraph where he says there is no 
evidence, he wTites that “Freud frequently tried to persuade 
women who had not been abused [my italics] to believe that 
the}’ had.” So he glides from no evidence to no abuse. 
Webster cannot know' wiiether these women were abused or 
not.' 

Did Freud e\’er force memories on his patients? We 
cannot know. But we do know that Freud was not unaware 
of this problem, and addressed it directly in several places, 
notably in the Studies on Hysteria (p. 295), where he himself 
italicized the following phrase: “We learn with astonish¬ 
ment from this that we are not in a position to force anything 
on the patient about the things of which he is ostensibly 


'Webster claims that Freud used his “pressure technique” to elicit 
memories of childhood sexual abuse and quotes Freud as writing “We 
must insist on this, we must repeat the pressure and represent 
ourselves as infallible, till at last we are really told something.” But 
this quote, from the Studies on Hysteria (S.E. vol. 2, p. 279) is not 
about sexual abuse at all, but about the difficulty’ of free association 
and about conscious memories that have been ignored, not repressed. 
A few pages earlier (276) Freud wrote of two sisters w’ho “shared a 
secret, they' slept in one room and on a particular night they had both 
been subjected to sexual assaults by a certain man.” Here is an 
example, which Webster claims does not exist in Freud, of a memory 
of sexual abuse that was not reconstructed or forgotten, and that was 
corroborated by’ a second witness. 
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ignorant or to influence the products of the analysis by 
arousing an expectation.” Freud here addresses the exact 
criticism faced by many therapists today, namely that 
patients invent memories of abuse in response to their 
therapists suggesting it to them. Freud may be right or 
wrong in stating his conviction that patients resist false 
memories thrust upon them by a therapist, but it cannot be 
argued that he was ignorant of the accusation. 

In a similar passage a year later, in the 1896 paper on 
‘‘The Aetiology of Hysteria” (my book, p. 272 ), he asks 
whether it is not possible that he has simply forced these 
memories on his patients against their will. His answer is 
that ‘‘I have never yet succeeded in forcing on a patient a 
scene I was expecting to find, in such a way that he seemed 
to be living through it with all the appropriate feelings.” He 
adds, dryly, “Perhaps others may be more successful in 
this.” (Some, no doubt, whether because they were unscru¬ 
pulous or because they were ignorant, have been.) So when 
Freud’s critics claim that he was naive and completely 
unaware of what he was doing to his patients, they ignore 
Freud’s explicit acknowledgment of the issue raised in this 
important passage. Of course, it does not follow that Freud 
was never guilty of implanting a memory, but neither does 
it follow that he did so frequently. 

Freud’s critics agree with Webster when he speaks about 
“the ease with which it proved possible to implant, or create 
through suggestion, ‘memories’ of incest in women who had 
previously had no recollection of being abused” (p. 521 ). 
But is it really easy? The fact that it can happen does not 
mean it happens easily or frequently. The only way to 
decide whether such cases are rare (my position) or frequent 
(the position of Webster and many others) is to collect 
statistics. To date, nobody to my knowledge has done this. 
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My own feeling (and it can be little more than an 
impression) and the reading I have done suggest that it is 
ver\' rare for somebody to retract a memory-. It happens, but 
infrequently. On the other hand, there are countless cases of 
women who do recover memories of abuse, whether 
through therapy or. even more frequently, spontaneously, 
who never retract them. This does not mean they are true, 
but the mere fact that for some time they did not remember 
them does not make them false either. For Webster to w-rite 
that “as yet no external evidence has been produced which 
convincingly demonstrates that any therapeutically recov¬ 
ered ‘memor>'' of repeated and sustained se.xual abuse 
actually corresponds to real episodes of sexual abuse" is 
simply wTong. Many women have written about recovering 
the memor\' of abuse, only to confront their abuser and have 
him confess to the abuse. There are numerous such cases of 
confessions by adults, which show beyond any doubt that 
the abuse took place. 1 don’t see how these confessions can 
simply be ignored. This is precisely the point that Ferenczi 
tried to make to Freud, and Freud, though he himself saw 
the logic of this in 1896. by 1932, could no longer face facts. 
Qearly Webster and his colleagues, while pacing lip seiwice 
to the reality of some abuse, believe that almost aU accusa¬ 
tions of sexual abuse are false accusations. (He speaks, on p. 
526, of the “sheer number of false accusations.”) I believe 
the exact opposite: I am sure there are some false accusa¬ 
tions, but the sheer number of accusations that turn out to 
be all too true makes false accusations insignificant in terms 
of what is important in theories about sexual abuse in 
childhood. 

I find it telhng that Webster, who dates the writing of the 
preface of his book in March 1995. does not refer to the 
single most important article written about these matters in 
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the past few years. In 1994 , Linda Meyer Williams, from the 
Family Research Laboratory and the University of New 
Hampshire, wrote an article, much cited and much dis¬ 
cussed, called “Recall of Childhood Trauma: A Prospective 
Study of Women’s Memories of Child Sexual Abuse” pub¬ 
lished as a special feature in the Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology ( 1994 , vol. 62 [6], pp. 1167 - 76 ). The 
article was written to answer the question of whether people 
forget traumatic events such as child sexual abuse, and if so, 
how common is such forgetting; it used documented records 
instead of merely opinions. In the early 1970 s, before there 
was widespread awareness among professionals or the gen¬ 
eral public of child sexual abuse, all reported victims of 
sexual abuse in a major northeastern city, consisting of 206 
girls (aged ten months to twelve years), were brought to a 
city hospital emergency room for treatment and collection 
of forensic evidence. In 34 % of the cases, the offender was a 
member of the immediate or extended family. Medical 
evidence of some physical trauma was present in 34 % of the 
cases, with 28 % of the visual exams revealing mild to severe 
genital trauma. In all cases, the sexual contact (in 60 % of the 
cases, this involved penetration, and in 62 % of the cases 
there was physical force, slapping, beating or choking) was 
against the child’s wishes. In 1990 and 1991 , seventeen 
years later, these girls, now adult women, who, let us 
remember, had medically documented histories of actual 
sexual abuse, were contacted. Now ranging in age from 
eighteen to thirty-one, they were asked to participate in a 
follow-up study of their lives and health. They were not told 
about their history of sexual abuse (the interviewer, too, was 
blind to the circumstances of the sexual abuse reported in 
the 1970 s). When asked about a previous history of sexual 
abuse (forced sexual contact with someone in a position of 
authority, a family member, or someone who was five or 
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more years older), more than one third ( 38 %) did not report 
the sexual abuse that they experienced in childhood (which 
means that 62 % recalled and reported the details of docu¬ 
mented sexual abuse). Williams gives good reasons to 
believe that these women did not remember the abuse. In 
one case, a woman told the interviewer that she was never 
sexually abused as a child. Asked if anyone in her family 
had ever gotten into trouble for sexual behavior, she “re¬ 
membered” that an uncle sexually assaulted someone be¬ 
fore she was bom, a little boy, and the boy’s mother killed 
the uncle with a butcher knife. In the hospital records, this 
girl, at age four, as well as her cousin of nine and a four- 
year-old playmate were all reported abused by the uncle. 
The girl told her mother, who informed the mother of the 
playmate, a little boy. According to newspaper accounts 
available in the case file, the mother armed herself with a 
knife, found the uncle, and stabbed him five times, killing 
him. 

What Williams’s article shows, conclusively, is that it is 
possible to forget dramatic cases of child sexual abuse. 
What she did not address in the article was whether 
anybody ever recovers these memories. In a later study, 
“Recovered memories of abuse in women with documented 
child sexual victimization histories,” (Journal of Traumatic 
Stress, 1995 , vol. 8 [ 4 ], pp. 649 - 73 ), she did address this 
issue, and found that 16 % of the 75 women who recalled the 
sexual abuse (documented from the 1970 s) reported that 
there was a time when they did not remember that this had 
happened to them. Typical of how these women remem¬ 
bered what they had once forgotten was a twenty-four-year- 
old woman who said that seeing a TV talk show on sexual 
abuse brought her own abuse back to her. She reported that 
she forgot about what had happened when she was twelve or 
thirteen and then didn’t remember again until she was 
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twenty-two. Another case is of a woman who had sexual 
intercourse with her father when she was twelve. The 
mother was told; they went to the hospital, there was a 
police report, but the police did nothing; “I’ve been pun¬ 
ished all my life because I told,” said the woman, twenty- 
nine in 1991. She reports that there are times when she does 
not remember that this happened to her. She never had 
counseling or therapy focused on the sexual abuse by her 
father. So what this study shows, beyond any doubt, is that 
there are women who say they have recovered memories of 
child sexual abuse who in fact do remember the actual 
abuse, which was documented in hospital records seventeen 
years earlier, even though they previously had no memory 
of such abuse. This is the first study to provide such 
evidence, and is therefore of immense significance. 

What we still do not know is how many women recover 
their memories in therapy, and especially in therapy that is 
designed to help them remember sexual abuse using active 
methods such as hypnosis, sodium Amytal, guided imagery 
or other questionable techniques. Perhaps some people 
remember real abuse by means of these methods; others 
recover memories that could well be false. But this is really a 
red herring. The vast majority of women who remember 
their abuse either do so spontaneously or have never forgot¬ 
ten it. These are the women who have taught the rest of us 
what sexual abuse in childhood is all about. Without their 
brave testimony, the world would never have acknowledged 
what it has only too recently and only too reluctantly finally 
come to acknowledge: the reality and the pain and the 
betrayal of child sexual abuse. 

Berkeley, California 
March 17, 1998 
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AFTERWORD TO THE 
2003 EDITION 


I HAVE NOW had almost twenty years to think about the puzzles 
surrounding the issues that Freud addressed in 1896 that con¬ 
tinue to intrigue scholars, researchers, and therapists. My many 
critics have forced me to go back to Freud and to reread his 
early papers, sometimes with a more critical understanding. 
Some of the points they have made are valid, and require that I 
speak to them with as much honesty as I can muster. 

In particular, two criticisms have been made which I accept: 
1)1 did not take into account Freud’s own reiterated theory that 
only repressed memories, and not conscious memories, could 
cause hysteria or any neurosis. 2) I did not consider Freud’s 
comments where it seems he acknowledges that patients did not 
recover memories of abuse spontaneously, without Freud’s help, 
whether through suggestion, direction, or appeal it is hard to 
say. These criticisms are not fatal to the main points of my book, 
but they should be addressed, and I am happy to do so now and 
to explain why I did not do so before. 

1) It is true that Freud believed, for reasons that are not en¬ 
tirely clear, that sexual abuse only causes neurosis if it is forgot¬ 
ten. I was wrong to give no importance to Freud’s often 
reiterated statement to this effect, e.g. S.E. 3. p. 164; “It is not 
the experiences themselves which act traumatically but their re¬ 
vival as a memory after the subject has entered on sexual matu¬ 
rity.” And again, S.E. 3. p. 211: “With our patients, those 
memories are never conscious; but we cure them of their hyste¬ 
ria by transforming their unconscious memories of the infantile 
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[sexual] scenes into conscious ones.” Freud continues: “The 
scenes must be present as unconscious memories', only so long 
as, and insofar as, they are unconscious are they able to create 
and maintain hysterical symptoms.” (Note that all these pas¬ 
sages are in the first edition of my book.) I did not acknowledge 
this in the first edition of this book because it did not strike me 
as such a significant difference. What struck me when I wrote 
the book is that sexual abuse was common and had devastating 
effects on the lives of people. I was not really concerned with 
repression or whether repressed memories have a greater nega¬ 
tive impact on people’s lives than nonrepressed memories. I did 
not think very deeply about the conditions under which certain 
memories cannot be retained. I was not writing as a clinician, 
but as a historian. 

2) As for the second criticism, that I did not take into account 
passages where Freud said that his patients did not remember 
without his assistance, whether that consisted of suggestions, in¬ 
sistence, pleadings, or mere questions, is to this day unsolved. 
We simply do not know enough about how Freud conducted 
these early sessions with patients. But I should have addressed 
the issue more directly. What Freud writes in that paper is in an¬ 
swer to the very question raised by my (and Freud’s) critics. 
Freud was very much aware of these contemporary objections, 
for they are the obvious ones that anybody would ask: “Is it not 
very possible either that the physician forces such scenes upon 
his docile patients, alleging that they are memories, or else that 
the patients tell the physician things which they have deliber¬ 
ately invented or have imagined and that he accepts those things 
as true?” Freud’s answer, which I think is a good one, contains 
the passages that have been objected to and I italicize them, 
though Freud did not: “The behaviour of patients while they are 
reproducing these infantile experiences is in every respect in¬ 
compatible with the assumption that the scenes are anything else 
than a reality which is being felt with distress and reproduced 
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with the greatest reluctance. Before they come for analysis the 
patients know nothing about these scenes. They are indignant as 
a rule if we warn them that these scenes are going to emerge. 
Only the strongest compulsion of the treatment can induce them 
to embark on a reproduction of them. While they are recalling 
these infantile experiences to consciousness, they suffer under 
the most violent sensations, of which they are ashamed and 
which they try to conceal; and, even after they have gone 
through them once more in such a convincing manner, they still 
attempt to withhold belief from them, by emphasizing the fact 
that, unlike what happens in the case of other forgotten mate¬ 
rial, they have no feeling of remembering them.'' The second 
point Freud also answers, I think quite successfully when he 
says, a few lines later, “I have never yet succeeded in forcing on 
a patient a scene I was expecting to find, in such a way that he 
seemed to be living through it with all the appropriate feelings.” 

I did not think that Freud was the issue here, rather the abuse 
itself was. I believed then, and still believe now, that many of 
Freud’s early patients were sexually abused. I also believe that 
most of them always knew this but had probably never spoken of 
it before. After all, who would have believed them? Certainly no 
psychiatrist at the time would have been sympathetic (it took un¬ 
til the 1980s for the situation to change around the world). So it 
must have come as something of a shock to discover a doctor 
who would believe them, and was interested. Still, they must 
have been suspicious of his motives, and wary of his sincerity. So 
I suspect (nobody can do more than guess at this point) that they 
were hesitant in what they said. Merely having somebody listen 
to you every day for an hour is often sufficient to allow people to 
remember something they had not thought about or had forgotten 
for years. The patients themselves may have minimized the 
abuse, as a means of not becoming preoccupied when there 
seemed no solution. In short, the fact that Freud talked to them 
about the possibility they were abused does not strike me as a 
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hoirible thing, as it does, evidently to his critics. Still, I should 
have written about this from the beginning and acknowledged it 
as a problem worth thinking about. I am glad that some of my 
critics have done so, even if I disagree with their conclusions. I 
took it for granted that we know too little about the details of 
Freud's interaction with his patients to be critical or certain that 
he made a mistake. It is always possible that Freud convinced a 
reluctant patient that there was abuse when there was not. But the 
mere fact that a patient tells somebody else (in the one case we 
know of, a patient told the psychiatrist, Loewenfeld, that he be¬ 
lieved he was never abused—something I published in one of my 
later prefaces to this book—^no doubt this affected Freud, but to¬ 
day we know it is common for people to disclose, recant, then re¬ 
disclose; there is a lai^e literature on the topic) that they no longer 
believe they were abused, while important, is not conclusive evi¬ 
dence that they were, in fact, not abused. 

There are many other criticisms of my book and of Freud’s 
original observ ations that are simply wrong, and I intend to an¬ 
swer the most important ones in this aftenv'ord. 

Let me. for the record, state that I strongly object to being re¬ 
ferred to as a “Freud basher." To take issue with views which 
have an impact on the lives of millions of women and children 
is not bashing, it is perfectly legitimate criticism. If I do not 
agree with Freud on some key issues, it does not mean that I 
consider him a fool, a fraud, or a liar. I do not. That is why I was 
careful, in the veiy' first edition of this book, to say that I be¬ 
lieved Freud suffered from a lack of moral courage. Nor did it 
mean that I had absolutely no respect for Freud or his ideas. 
Much of what Freud wrote, I found unbelievable (symbolism in 
dreams, penis env\', the castration complex, the Oedipus com¬ 
plex, female sexuality in general, male sexuality in general, child¬ 
hood sexuality' in general), but there w'ere some things I found 
profound and worth retaining (the importance of trauma, the im- 
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portance of early childhood, the value of dreams in general, how 
feelings, even love, can remain unconscious). Defense mecha¬ 
nisms such as denial, and counterphobia, and even the return of 
the repressed impressed me. Certainly no psychologist since has 
done more to elucidate the human mind. Nobody else, at that 
time, had any more courage than Freud to face the truth about 
child sexual abuse. It was not until 1932 that somebody could 
bring himself to state the truth. That person was Sandor Fer- 
enczi, Freud’s closest ally until that moment. He paid for his 
courage with his life, dying before he was sixty. Robert Fliess, 
the son of Freud’s closest friend, became a prominent training 
analyst in New York and was much sought after until he accused 
his father of abuse, and published one of the earliest and most 
brilliant critiques of Freud’s turning away from child sexual 
abuse. His popularity quickly waned and he died a bitter and 
lonely man. I know; I was in close contact with his widow, to 
whom I dedicated the first edition of this book. 

I am gratified, though, that The Assault on Truth provoked a 
wide debate about child sexual abuse and its significance. I have 
had little input into the debate, because after I wrote this book 
I became anathema to the scientific community, and by the time 
things began to change, I had become interested in the ques¬ 
tion of animal emotions and had turned my attention away from 
matters of abuse. My book was only part of the debate, as I 
have stated in earlier prefaces; feminist authors were there be¬ 
fore me, and have pursued the subject with vigor and scholar¬ 
ship longer than I have, and of course many brave clinicians 
have delved deeply, going beyond what I could do in 1984.* 
Some of the issues that I want to look at, where I feel I have 
been unjustly criticized and Freud has been misunderstood, are 
the following: 


* Bennet Simon, a thoughtful psychoanalyst who has gone far beyond his colleagues in 
recognizing some truth in abuse, writes, “What we call the revisionist view of seduction 
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1) Was Freud really as isolated as he thought he was? Answer: 
Yes. I already published Freud’s comments to Fliess, less than 
two weeks after giving his 1896 Aetiology paper, where he tells 
him “I am as isolated as you could wish me to be: the word has 
been given out to abandon me, and a void is forming around me.”^ 
He is writing to his best and only colleague/ftiend: surely he has 
no reason to lie. Anna Freud omitted this passage in her first edi¬ 
tion of the letters. When I asked her why she left out this line, 
she told me “It makes my father sound so paranoid.” She also 


is primarily the creation of two controversial psychoanalysts, Jeffrey Masson (1984, 
1990; Freud 1985) and Alice Miller (1984). It has also been developed, adopted, and 
augmented by other therapists and investigators, especially those outside of orthodox 
psychoanalytic circles, such as Herman (1981) and Russell (1986). This view crystal¬ 
lized in the early 1980s and has rapidly become as canonical in its own ways as the re¬ 
ceived theory.” (See “Freud on his own mistake(s): the role of seduction in the etiology 
of neurosis.” Psychiatry and the Humanities, vol. 13, 1992, pp. 16-183.) This view is 
propounded as well by Paul McHugh, perhaps the foremost psychiatric critic of re¬ 
pressed memory, in several places, most recently in his review (it is really an encomium) 
of McNally’s book: 

“The manneristic Freudians made intellectual moves defined by orthodox Freudian- 
ism, even while they rejected such politically incorrect Freudian ideas as penis envy. 
And so the memory wars were launched by the aggressive proposals of the manneristic 
Freudians. The signal event in this offensive against reason and plausibility was the pub¬ 
lication in 1984 of Jeffrey Masson’s book. The Assault on Truth: Freud's Suppression of 
the Seduction Theory, As the archivist of the Freud papers (many of which are still se¬ 
cret), Masson was an insider amongst the orthodox Freudians, but he turned on his mas¬ 
ter’s memory to resurrect Freud’s original claim of childhood sexual abuse as the cause 
of neurosis. Indeed, Masson claimed that Freud knew it to be true but lacked the courage 
to press on with it. With the publication of this book—and the consequent dismissal of 
Masson as Freud’s archivist—manneristic Freudianism and the concept of repressed 
memory moved to the front of psychiatry.” 

As history this is pathetic. I did not turn on Freud’s memory, I simply disagreed with 
him. I did not say Freud knew it to be true—though that is not impossible, but I did say 
he lacked the courage to press on. Who are these other “manneristic” Freudians, what¬ 
ever that word means? I never worked with anybody on my book and was not part of 
any movement in the Freudian field. As for repressed memory, it was abuse, not the con¬ 
cept of repressed memory that moved to the front of... certainly not psychiatry, which 
took quite a while to become interested in abuse, but society in general. Yes, society be¬ 
gan to pay attention to abuse, because of the work of many dedicated feminist writers, 
clinicians and theorists, and my work dovetailed with theirs. 

2 The fact that Freud writes this in confidence to a friend, and then many years later, in 
1914, in “On the history of the psychoanalytic movement” (S.E. 14, p. 2) basically re¬ 
peats the same thing speaks in favor of its authenticity. 
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told me that her father never attended another meeting of the so¬ 
ciety after that paper. Several modem scholars insist that Freud 
was mistaken in his interpretation of the mood of that meeting. 
One even claimed that “it was Freud himself who decided to 
distance himself from his colleagues,” as if they were all fasci¬ 
nated by his theories about abuse and all too willing to listen 
and leam. Freud was ridiculed in 1896, Ferenczi was ridiculed 
in 1932 for holding a similar position, Robert Fliess in the 1970s 
was ridiculed, and so were the women in the 1980s (Florence 
Rush, Alice Miller, Judith Herman) who held this position. Fi¬ 
nally, I experienced the same response from the analytic com¬ 
munity, starting in the late 1970s at lectures I gave while I was 
still a psychoanalyst, and once my 1984 book was published. 
Surely we were not all missing the point? We may have been 
wrong in the content of our views, but we were not inventing the 
hostility our views encountered. 

2) Were psychiatrists in Vienna (and elsewhere) deeply con¬ 
cerned with incest? Answer: No. Richard J. McNally, professor 
of psychology at Harvard University, in a recent book. Remem¬ 
bering Trauma,^ p. 166 says “Freud did not break any taboos by 
discussing incest. To the contrary, sexual abuse was a major 
psychiatric concern in late nineteenth-century Europe.” This is 
simply untrue. His source is Krafft-Ebing’s Psychopathia Sexu- 
alis, first published in 1886. Krafft-Ebing’s (1840-1902) book 
went through no fewer than 17 editions between 1886 and 1924 
but he never did see fit to include any of Freud’s case histories, 
or to refer to the psychological significance of child abuse. It 
strains belief to claim him for a precursor to Freud. He had no 
interest in the psychology of incest, and did not even refer to the 
vast French literature on the topic, but only to a few scattered 
French and German articles of little significance. Clearly this 


3 Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2003. 



336 


Afterword to the 2003 Edition 


was not a topic dear to his heart (in the way, say, that homosexu¬ 
ality was). The three pages devoted to this topic consist almost 
entirely of cases from the French forensic literature (which I dis¬ 
cuss in detail in my book). Krafft-Ebing’s harsh judgment of 
Freud on the night he gave his paper about incest (“it sounds 
like a scientific fairytale”), which was not meant as a compli¬ 
ment, was repeated in 1988 by no less a Freud acolyte than Peter 
Gay, who writes in his horribly named Freud: A Life for Our 
Time (p. 96): “Krafft-Ebing had been almost right after all; what 
Freud had told his fellow physicians that April evening in 1896 
had indeed been a fairy tale, or better, a collection of fairy tales 
his patients had first told him ... he came to read them as coded 
messages—distorted, censored, meaningfully disguised.” You 
can hear the relief echoing down the years from 1896 to 1988: 
incest is not real, it is only a fantasy, a coded message for some¬ 
thing else, for the shame children feel for their own desires and 
impulses. 

Moreover, Krafft-Ebing has no comment whatsoever on the 
cases of incest he so casually mentions.'* There were no psycho¬ 
logical discussions of incest anywhere in psychiatry or any other 
scientific literature before Freud. Indeed, if we look at the psy¬ 
chiatric literature that was current during Freud’s early years, 
the very years when he was creating psychoanalysis, say be¬ 
tween 1895-1898, we see that it is almost impossible to find the 
slightest psychological sophistication, or even sympathy for the 
suffering of patients, and especially children. The psychiatrists 
who attended Freud’s 1896 presentation about sexual abuse 
were not prepared to hear anything about the psychology of 


^ There are only two cases of incest (in the 12th, 1906 edition), and here, to give the fla¬ 
vor is one of them (the case is introduced by saying: “the following case is that of a 
tainted individual”) in his own words: “A second case published by Koelle and taken 
from a criminal psychiatric opinion of the psychiatric clinic of Zurich refers to incest 
committed by a father on his imbecile adult daughter. This man suffered from chronic al¬ 
coholism.” That is the end of the discussion! (The other cases are similar). 
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incest. Freud’s paper marked a turning point in the history of 
psychology. This was the very first time that anybody took an 
interest in the psychology of incest, in what happens to the chil¬ 
dren who are abused. For McNally and others to claim that to 
the Viennese psychiatric community incest and its sequelae was 
old hat is wishful thinking. Would that it were so! What Freud’s 
colleagues objected to was not the incest per se, but that Freud 
had a theory about incest, about how common it was, about its 
effects on children, and about the fact that it occurred in per¬ 
fectly “ordinary” households, such as those of his audience. It is 
not, after all, as if these men acknowledged that and only ob¬ 
jected to Freud’s methods of acquiring his knowledge. There is 
no evidence at all that any other psychiatrist or medical doctor 
was interested in the kinds of abuse that Freud was the first to 
bring to light, except for the French forensic literature (Tardieu 
and Brouardel in particular) whose importance I believe I was 
the first to point out. To claim (as Paul Robinson does) that 
Freud’s colleagues rejected his seduction theory because it 
“rested not, as Masson would have it, on some visceral inability 
to accept the reality of childhood sexual abuse” suggests that 
these same colleagues had no problem with this notion. Where 
in the literature is there any evidence, even any hint of this inter¬ 
est? I searched for it. That is why I read through hundreds of 
medical texts, both in French and in German, from 1880 to 
1900, looking for such acknowledgment. I found none. On the 
contrary, I found that psychiatrists and medical doctors in gen¬ 
eral, in France, Germany and Austria, were out to accuse chil¬ 
dren of lying and of inventing. See my book A Dark Science: 
Women, Sexuality and Psychiatry in the Nineteenth Century, 
where I document this claim with translations from the major 
medical texts. Nor did Freud find it. When Freud claimed to be 
the first to find the importance of childhood abuse for psychol¬ 
ogy, he was being honest and accurate. 

3) Were Freud’s colleagues as appalled by his claims about 
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fantasy as they were with his claims about real child abuse? 
Answer: Of course not. The standard view among analysts has 
been that Freud’s Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality 
(1905), which claimed that children wished for sexual contact 
with adults, that thty fantasized them, that they were subject to 
impulses over them, in short, that they were the victims of their 
own sexual imaginations, was received with even more hostility 
than Freud’s original thesis that children were sexually abused. 
There is nothing inherently improbable about this assertion with 
respect to the response on the part of the Viennese medical com¬ 
munity, but where is the research to determine whether it is true 
or not? I had not seen a single positive review of the earlier 
work, the work which stood by the reality of abuse.^ 

Paul Robinson, Peter Gay, Kurt Eissler, Roy Porter, Frederick 
Crews, and many others of my critics have argued that my idea 
of a failure of courage on the part of Freud is profoundly im¬ 
plausible, for Freud’s colleagues would have found the fantasy 
theory, based as it was on infantile and childhood sexuality, no 
less morally repugnant than child-abusing fathers. Such a move, 
as Roy Porter put it, “would have been out of the frying-pan into 
the fire.’’ And in a review in the London Review of Books Frank 
Cioffi writes: “How can Bouveresse take seriously Jeffrey Mas¬ 
son’s thesis that Freud substituted the Oedipus complex for the 
seduction theory out of a timid hope that it would ‘more accept¬ 
able to the scientific community?’ Is it credible that having upset 
his colleagues by introducing the unseemly topic of pedophilia 
into the etiology of the neuroses Freud then attempted to placate 
them by announcing that he had misconstrued his data and that 


51 decided to read through the German reviews of the Three Essays to see if that book 
was as badly received as has been claimed. In fact, the vast majority of the reviews I saw 
had something good to say about Freud’s book. The shift from reality to fantasy was 
well received; approximately 50 percent were positive. Often they mentioned, with 
praise, that Freud had changed from the seduction theory back to the more commonly 
held views of psychiatry. 
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the real trouble was that they all lusted after their mothers?”^ 
But Cioffi is guilty of either misunderstanding or misstating. 
Freud never claimed that his colleagues suffered from memories 
of sexual longing, only neurotics did. His patients. And, yes, 
that was, by and large,/or more acceptable to society, including 
his male colleagues, than was the idea of pedophilia, which did, 
indeed, involve them. In the first theory, the children are inno¬ 
cent, they are victims, and fathers are often the perpetrators. 
Therefore men like his colleagues were guilty. Does Cioffi 
really think they could accept that more easily than being told 
that children sometimes desire the parent of the opposite sex and 
that these fantasies then get distorted into memories of sexual 
abuse in early childhood by the parents? Of course this latter 
theory was more acceptable to Freud’s colleagues. How can 
anyone doubt this? Note that Freud had a following of precisely 
one when he held to the sexual abuse theory, and only became a 
man with a mission and disciples when he gave it up and re¬ 
placed it with the Oedipus complex. 

It should be obvious (but evidently is not) that fathers, in par¬ 
ticular, find it far more acceptable that children have sexual feel¬ 
ings for them than that they have sexual feelings, and act upon 
them, for children. Society as a whole would not find it repug¬ 
nant that children have fantasies about sexual satisfaction from 
adults (though some of us find it hard to believe), but society 
definitely frowns on adults having sex with kids. 

4) Did Freud completely give up the idea of sexual abuse? 
Answer: No, but. In an earlier afterword to this book, I reviewed 
every passage in Freud’s writings where sexual abuse is men¬ 
tioned. That review makes clear, and I believe a fair-minded 
critic will recognize this, that once Freud renounced the seduc¬ 
tion theory, he was simply no longer interested in real child 


* “Through the Psychoanalytoscope: Bouveresse on Wittgenstein’s Freud” (18, no. 2, 25 
January, 1996) 
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sexual abuse. Obviously I did not convince everyone. Thus Nor¬ 
man Holland, a psychoanalyst and a professor of English, in his 
article “Massonic Wrongs”’ quotes one of the passages from 
Freud (found in the afterword to my 1985 edition, on p. 199), 
from the New Introductory Lectures of 1933: 

You will recall an interesting episode in the history of analytic re¬ 
search which caused me many distressing hours. In the period in 
which the main interest was directed to discovering infantile 
sexual traumas, almost all my women patients told me that they 
had been seduced by their father. I was driven to recognize in the 
end that these reports were untrue and so came to understand that 
hysterical symptoms are derived from phantasies and not from 
real occurrences. 

Could anything be clearer? Yet, amazingly, Holland, a true be¬ 
liever if there ever was one, writes that “we may be seeing noth¬ 
ing more than careless phrasing.” 

There is further evidence that nobody has noticed: Had Freud 
maintained an interest in the sexual seduction of children, as my 
critics widely claim, then surely one would find it written about 
frequently in psychoanalytic publications during Freud’s life¬ 
time. But in the Internationale Zeitschrift, edited by Freud, Fer- 
enczi and Rank, from volume one in 1913 to volume 26 in 1941, 
there was not a single article on sexual abuse of any kind. In the 
Jahrbuch, edited by Freud, Bleuler, and Jung, from volume one 
in 1909 to volume six in 1915, there are no such articles either. 
And in the four volumes (1911-1915) of the Zentralblatt, edited 
by Freud and Stekel, there is nothing. 

It never occurred to any analytic writer prior to the contro¬ 
versy over Freud’s views unleashed by my book to claim that 
psychoanalysis always maintained an interest in sexual abuse. 


American Imago, 1989, vol. 46, pp. 329-352. 
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Now analysts are claiming that it is now and has always been a 
major concern within psychoanalysis. But if we look at the jour¬ 
nals, we do not find this to be so. The cumulative index of the 
authoritative Journal of the American Psychoanalytic Associa¬ 
tion, more than 600 pages, contains the contents of the journal 
from its inception in 1953 through 1974—thus the heyday of 
psychoanalysis and its influence—and has five columns devoted 
to the words Oedipus Complex. By contrast, the word abuse is 
not found in the index. Nor is there a single entry under sexual 
abuse. Under violence there is one reference to family violence, 
and that is to an article on dreams in latency. Under rape there 
are two entries, one about dreams, the other to an article on 
genital primacy. Under the term father there are such entries as 
“role in beating fantasies,” “impotent,” “killing of primal,” and 
“quest for,” but nothing under “abuse by,” or “violence of.” Un¬ 
der mother, on the other hand, there are eleven references to “se¬ 
ductive.” So much for the interest of analysts in sexual abuse, at 
least until 1974. In the 1988 edition of The New Harvard Guide 
to Psychiatry, there is only a single reference to incest, and that 
is under “delusional disorders,” and only one page on child 
abuse and neglect. Things have improved considerably since, 
both in psychiatry and in psychoanalysis, but let us be honest 
about the past.^ 


^ Incest began to lose theoretical importance early on, and later Freud said explicitly that 
if a daughter accused her father, that in itself was proof that it was merely fantasy, even 
though he himself admitted, in two footnotes to Studies on Hysteria, that he had with¬ 
held the fact that the father was the perpetrator in some cases, presumably because it 
would have appeared so unbelievable to his audience, as it eventually did to Freud him¬ 
self. Some analysts have been honest enough to admit this. Thus Bennett Simon, clinical 
associate professor of psychiatry at the Harvard Medical School, and a training analyst 
at the Boston Psychoanalytic Society and Institute, in an article published in 1992, 
“Incest—see under Oedipus Complex: the history of an error in psychoanalysis’’(/oMr- 
nal of the American Psychoanalytic Association, 40 (4): 955-988, writes: “The study of 
actual incest and its ramifications definitely moved out of the center of Freud’s interests 
after the early 1900’s and thus also was not a central interest of other psychoanalysts. In¬ 
cest taboo and incest fantasies occupied center stage.” He also acknowledged that many 
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5) Were fathers implicated in abuse? Answer: Yes. McNally, 
in Remembering Trauma, says (p. 163) they were not: “The no¬ 
tion that Freud listened while his patients remembered and dis¬ 
closed memories of having been raped by their fathers is pure 
nonsense.” He goes on to say (p. 165): “Contrary to legend, 
Freud was not trying to conceal paternal incest for reasons of 
discretion by not identifying fathers as assailants. In fact, in a 
letter to Fliess written the year after he published his last seduc¬ 
tion theory paper Freud said he was hoping to ‘catch’ a father as 
a perpetrator, implying that he hand not yet done so.” Later, 
p. 168, he says: “Freud’s patients did not disclose any memories 
of abuse ... Try as he might, Freud never got his patients to 
recover tuiy memories of sexual abuse.” How true is this? Not 
at all. 

Even in his earliest publication Studies on Hysteria, Freud is 
constantly referring in one way or another to the involvement of 
fathers in sexual abuse. For example, there is a passage in a 
footnote to the Emmy von N. case, which Strachey dates to 
1888 (pp. 100-101), which ends with Freud saying: “During her 
next hypnosis, I told her I was quite convinced that her cousin’s 
death had had nothing at all to do with her state, but that some¬ 
thing else had happened which she had not mentioned. At this 
she gave way to the extent of letting fall a single significant 
phrase; but she had hardly said a word before she stopped, and 
her old father, who was sitting behind her, began to sob bitterly. 
Naturally I pressed my investigation no further; but I never saw 
the patient again.” (How I wish now, that when I had the oppor¬ 
tunity, I had asked Anna Freud if she had any idea what Freud 
meant). It sounds, though, as if the woman began to talk about 


of Freud’s early patients “were unquestionably victims of incest.” He raises a fundamen¬ 
tal problem not addressed by any other analyst as far as I know: “Neither Freud nor, to 
my knowledge, any other analyst, published a case wherein a woman, not psychotic, told 
of an incestuous relationship with the father and then in the course of the treatment it 
turned out to be a fantasy!” 
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abuse involving her father, and that his sobbing was a kind of con¬ 
fession. Why do I think this? Well, consider the case of Fraulein 
Rosalia H., in the same book (p. 169). Freud writes there: “Her bad 
uncle, who was suffering from rheumatism, had asked her to mas¬ 
sage his back and she did not dare to refuse. He was lying in bed at 
the time, and suddenly threw off the bedclothes, sprang up and 
tried to catch hold of her and throw her down ... She was clearly 
loth to remember this.” Note that Freud added a foomote to this 
case in 1924: “In this instance, too [I give the other one, noted on 
p. 134, n. 2 above] it was in fact the girl’s father, not her uncle.” 
Here is a case of a consciously held memory of abuse by a father 
dating from 1892, long before Freud had any theory about sexu¬ 
ality and abuse. But he could not bring himself, before 1924, to 
publish the fact that the perpetrator was in fact the biological father 
of the girl. In the Katharina case, also dating from the early 1890s, 
Freud describes a fourteen year-old girl, who “confessed” that she 
woke up “suddenly feeling her uncle’s body in the bed.” Freud 
ends the case history by saying “I hope this girl, whose sexual sen¬ 
sibility had been injured at such an early age, derived some benefit 
from our conversation. I have not seen her since.” Then in 1924 he 
added a footnote: “to reveal the fact that Katharina was not the 
niece but the daughter of the landlady. The girl fell ill, therefore, as 
a result of sexual attempts on the part of her own father.” Note that 
once again Freud could not bring himself, in 1895, to put in print 
that a father had abused his own daughter. Note, too, that Freud 
says the daughter fell ill, in spite of the fact that the memorj' had 
never been repressed! One can’t help wondering how many others 
of the published cases involve fathers. Sometimes Freud does not 
specify, but the sleeping arrangements suggest the father.^ 


9 There is a remarkable case history (S.E. 2, p. 274) where Freud says that his patient 
shared a secret with her sister: “they slept in one room and on a particular night they had 
both been subjected to sexual assaults by a certain man. “ Abuse, plus conscious 
memory, yet again! 
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6) Was Freud “predisposed” to find sexual abuse as the source 
of all neuroses, as several modem critics claim? Answer: No. 
First of all, he says so himself, twice, and there seems little rea¬ 
son not to believe him. In one passage (S.E. 3, p. 199) he says 
that he “had a personal disinclination to it” and only very slowly 
changed his mind, and in Studies on Hysteria, on p. 259 in the 
section on therapy, he says “I regarded the linking of hysteria 
with the topic of sexuality as a sort of insult—just as the women 
patients themselves do.” Freud was not “lying” when he said, 
many times in later years, that the patients told him about 
abuse, as the anti-Freudians say. True, Freud does say, in these 
papers, that he had to struggle to get them to remember. But 
once they remembered, presumably they told Freud about the 
memories. Freud could not have known the memories in ad¬ 
vance, only that they dealt with shameful sexual assaults. There 
had to be a time when he did not believe in sexual abuse. After 
all, who did in those days? Remember, he insists that the pa¬ 
tients who come to him are likeable, sensitive people; he makes 
it clear that they come from the same class he does for he often 
meets them at the same social functions, parties, theatre, and ex¬ 
hibitions. This means that their fathers were from the same class 
as Freud. So to say they were sexually abused by these men was 
indeed something entirely new and disturbing. Freud was right, 
he was now to be counted as one of those who disturbed the 
sleep of the world. It is certainly possible that some of Freud’s 
patients who had no conscious memories of having been 
abused, eventually obliged Freud by remembering traumas that 
did not happen, to please their therapist. When Freud says in 
subsequent years that they told him he is not consciously lying 
or even misremembering, he is condensing and perhaps conflat¬ 
ing. They did tell him. But they also told him, in his words 
again, that they could hardly believe it. Well, fair enough. Freud 
could not believe it at first either. But Freud insisted, and obvi¬ 
ously correctly here, that they lived through the experience with 
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great intensity. This made a deep impression on him, as well it 
should. If the memory had been obligingly retrieved only for 
Freud, and did not represent a true memory, you would not ex¬ 
pect the patient, who says she does not believe it could have 
happened, to be so upset. The patient could not have been trying 
to provide proof for his theory by inventing feelings she did not 
actually feel. Not even Freud’s worst critics claim this hap¬ 
pened. So the critics, faced with this passage, would be forced to 
assume that Freud is again lying. But Freud had absolutely no 
reason to lie to Fliess, his only friend at the time, whom he 
adored, admired, and idealized. Critics would have to say that 
Freud is lying to himself. Surely the easier explanation is the 
one I provide in the very first edition of this book, that Freud did 
not like being the only person to believe something when all his 
colleagues and society at large were ignoring him and treating 
him as a fool and a pariah, and the only people who believed 
him were his female hysterical patients! Who would want to be 
in such a position? Freud was on the brink of a momentous dis¬ 
covery about human nature and he was understandably reluctant 
to throw himself into this precipice without any support. That is 
why, in my book, I insisted that there was no conscious prevari¬ 
cation on Freud’s part. Frightened, he retreated. I call this a lack 
of moral courage. I still think of it the same way. But I can think 
of few people, and I do not exclude myself here either, who in 
those days would have had the courage of their convictions and 
boldly strode on, knowing full well that their task was com¬ 
pletely thankless. 

How critics can say that none of Freud’s patients ever told 
him about sexual abuse is puzzling, considering the evidence in 
the full Freud/Fliess correspondence, published in 1986.*® 


*0 May 2, 1897: Freud tells Fliess “a lucky chance this morning brought a fresh confir¬ 
mation of paternal etiology.” In other words, Freud’s idea ihdX fathers regularly sexually 
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It is evident from these letters that Freud was completely 
clear in his own mind that fathers abused their daughters. He 
also knew that the women who came to see him often remem¬ 
bered this abuse. Is there any possible reason not to believe, in 
the light of these documents, both private letters and public pa¬ 
pers, that sexual abuse existed in Freud’s time much as it does in 
ours, and that Freud was the only person, in his day, to acknowl¬ 
edge this truth, for however short a time? We now know how 
difficult this is for some men, even today. I look forward to the 
day when this will no longer be true. 

Jefifey Moussaieff Masson, Karaka Bay, Auckland, New 
Zealand, August 2003. 


abused their daughters, “It turned out that her supposedly otherwise noble and re¬ 
spectable father regularly took her to bed when she was from eight to twelve years 
old ... A sister, six years her senior, with whom she talked things over many years later, 
confessed to her that she had had the same experiences with their father.” (External cor¬ 
roboration). December 22, 1897: “The intrinsic authenticity of infantile trauma is borne 
out by the following little incident which the patient claims to have observed 
(beobacluet haben will) as a three-year-old child.” Not surprisingly, this entire passage 
was omitted by the editors of the original 1950 edition of the letters. December 12, 
1897; “My confidence in paternal etiology [seduction theory] has risen greatly,” Then 
Freud tells us something that none of my critics has noticed, that is, the critics who 
blame Freud for suggesting abuse, not listening to it: he confronts this very objection, 
and says that the person doing the analysis, Emma Eckstein, “deliberately treated her pa¬ 
tient in such a manner as not to give her the slightest hint of what would emerge firom the 
unconscious” (that is, she was not suggesting anything to the woman) “and in the 
process obtained from her. among other things, the identical scenes with the father.” 
January 17, 1987: “the father (whom I know to be a loathsome fellow) had convinced 
himself of the damaging effects of his caresses.” January 3, 1987: “Habemus papam.” I 
cannot understand why in my edition of the letters (p. 221) I did not include a note on 
the obvious pun. Not only is Freud saying “We have a Pope!”, that is. Eureka, but he is 
saying we have caught the father. Not hoping to catch but caught. February 8, 1897: 
“Unfortunately, my own father was one of these perverts ...” July 7, 1897: certain 
symptoms “do not necessarily point to the father, who tends to be the more careful with 
the child the older the child is.” 
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